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Colleges and universities are custodians of knowledge. Because the possession of knowledge 
is the source of power, understood here as the ability to influence decisions in contemporary 
society, these institutions are also the gateway to power, significantly affecting the quality of 
economic and social life throughout the world. Thus, insofar as colleges and universities 
create and disseminate knowledge within a particular society, they are institutions with moral 
responsibilities to maintain the well-being of that society. (Wilcox & Ebbs, 1992, p. 1) 
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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was two-fold: (1) to determine if differences existed between 
male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions, observations, and practices of 
academic integrity; and (2) to explore differences among graduate students by program areas 
regarding their perceptions, observations, and practices of academic integrity. Additionally, this 
study examined and explored graduate students’ responses to open-ended questions pertaining to 
changes in support of academic integrity and the role students should play in this process. This 
study was guided by twelve research questions and ten null hypotheses. Bandura’s social learning 
theory which established that patterns of behavior may be learned from observing others’ 
behavior, framed the study.  
The study included the analysis of an existing data set from a survey research design 
conducted by the Center for Academic Integrity. Mean scores were calculated for males and 
females and by program majors related to perceptions, observations, and practices of academic 
integrity. Nvivo8 was used to qualitatively analyze open-ended questions. Major findings from 
both quantitative and open-ended data were triangulated to aid in establishing conclusions.  
The researcher drew the following conclusions from the study: 
1. Male and female graduate students viewed institutional policies that govern academic 
integrity differently.  
2. Students in different program majors viewed institutional policies that govern academic 
integrity differently.  
3. Male and female graduate students viewed practices relating to academic integrity 
differently.   
4. Graduate students in different program majors viewed practices related to academic 
integrity differently.  
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5. Male and female graduate students observed different levels of cheating among their 
peers.  
6. Students in different program majors observed different levels of cheating among their 
peers. 
7. Male and female graduate students engaged in cheating behaviors at the same rate.  
8. Students in different program majors engaged in cheating behaviors with different 
frequency.  
9. Male and female graduate students perceived the seriousness of cheating behaviors at 
different levels.  
10. Graduate students in different program majors perceived the seriousness of cheating 
behaviors at different levels.  
The researcher provided general recommendations for institutions with graduate 
programs and faculty who teach within those programs. These included creating a campus or 
departmental culture where learning is valued, academic integrity is explained and emphasized, 
and where faculty model academic and professional ethics. Recommendations for future research 
include further exploration of graduate students’ understanding of academic integrity policies and 
how both graduate students and their professors define cheating. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
NATURE OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
The unethical use of information has been central to many scandals nationwide. Incidents 
of the misuse of information have occurred in all areas and levels of society. These scandals have 
included the Central Intelligence Organization’s destruction of videotapes showing interrogations 
of Al Qaeda operatives (Mazzetti, 2007), Fannie Mae’s accounting irregularities (Dash, 2006), 
and the misappropriation of funds at the Smithsonian (Pablo, 2006).  Such scandals have called 
attention to our nation’s failure to provide our current and future citizens, with a solid ethical 
foundation.  Research has shown that institutions of higher education that create an environment 
of academic integrity, by requiring students to participate in a community of ethical 
accountability, better prepare students to become ethically involved citizens of the world (Cole & 
Conklin, 1996; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001).   
Hamilton (2002) advised that institutions of higher education and their faculty should 
assume shared responsibility for the ethical conduct and training of their students. Hamilton 
further stated that little is known about ethical leadership in the creation of a collective 
conscience within an institution. Callahan and Bok (1980) suggested that “Ethical problems arise 
at all stages of life, and are part of all professions, disciplines, and jobs. A consideration of them 
is as appropriate and necessary at the advanced graduate and professional level as it is at the 
undergraduate level” (p.62). To ensure ethical stability within future generations, the academy 
must create an environment of academic integrity and instill an understanding of professional 
principles and ethical know-how in today’s students (Langlais, 2006). 
In The World is Flat: a Brief History of the Twenty-First Century, Friedman (2005) 
provided a discussion of the ethical use of information and both the benefits of, and challenges 
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arising from, the information age. One of these challenges is an increased incidence of academic 
dishonesty.  
While student academic dishonesty has been of concern to the academy for over a 
century (Atkins & Atkins, 1936; Crown & Spiller, 1998 Drake, 1941; Parr, 1936), during the last 
thirty years there has been an increased focus on this issue that coincides with the emergence of 
the information age (Burnett, Rudolph, & Clifford, 1988; Institute of Medicine, 2002; McCabe, 
Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001). As early as 1993, The Wingspread Group on Higher Education 
concluded that institutions were failing to teach students “an understanding of good and bad, right 
and wrong, and the compelling core values any society needs to sustain itself” (p. 4). Educational 
institutions, historically charged with the responsibility of providing youth with knowledge, were 
facing the challenge of teaching ethical responsibility through policy and practice relating to 
academic integrity (Davis, 1999; McCabe & Trevino, 1996; Pavela & McCabe, 1993). Friedman 
(2005) urged that with the privilege of access to information comes the responsibility to educate 
the population on the ethical and legal ramifications of this abundance.  
In their article, “The Corrosion of Ethics in Higher Education”, DeRussey and Langbert 
(2005) cited occurrences of unethical behavior in research and graduate programs within higher 
education. These included a legal complaint filed by a doctoral student in Demas v. Levitsky 
(2002) at Cornell University. This case concerned a doctoral student who filed a complaint 
against her advisor for failure to acknowledge contributions to a grant proposal. In another well 
publicized case at the State University of New York at Albany, the former classics chair, Louis 
W. Roberts, was charged with plagiarism (Monfasani, 2002). Scandal over engineering graduate 
students’ theses and dissertations at Ohio University were further examples of the consequences 
of academic dishonesty in graduate education (Wasley, 2006). A 2005 report by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services found that one in three U.S. scientists, working in 
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universities and in private industry, reported engaging in academic misconduct within the 
previous year (Wadman, 2005). Errami and Garner (2008) manually confirmed 73 previously 
undetected plagiarism candidates within scholarly articles included in the Medline database as 
well as thousands of additional articles that were suspiciously similar in theme, content, phrasing, 
and data. Finally, an article from the Chronicle of Higher Education revealed a growing trend in 
faked images in scholarly research (Young, 2008).  
In response to this growing trend in unethical conduct, McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield 
(2001) suggested that students at all levels, from freshmen to graduate students, fail to familiarize 
themselves with campus policies regarding academic integrity. They proposed that institutions 
should not take ethical knowledge for granted and should discuss and review institutional 
policies, even with returning students, to clarify those policies and to foster a climate of academic 
integrity. An understanding of academic integrity may be the first step in addressing the problem 
of unethical conduct by students (Cizek, 1999; Roberts & Toombs, 1993). 
Statement of the Problem 
Overall, researchers established that academic dishonesty within higher education was 
prevalent (Bowers 1964; Etter, Cramer, & Finn, 2006; Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, & Clark, 1986; 
Hughes & McCabe, 2006; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield 2001). For example, Hamilton (2002) 
found that most colleges and universities know little about how to convey ethics to graduate 
students, thus contributing to the corrosion of ethics in higher education. Further, Langlais (2006) 
observed an ongoing cycle of ethical decay as today’s graduate students become the teachers, 
college professors, and educational leaders of the next generation. Despite this growing concern 
over academic dishonesty in higher education, many scholars have recognized a deficiency of 
research on graduate students and academic dishonesty (Anderson, Louis, & Earle, 1994; Brown, 
1995; Brown & Krager, 1985; Brown, 1996; Handal, Brawer, & Fabricatore, 2001; Love & 
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Simmons, 1998; McCabe, Butterfield, & Trevino, 2006; Rawwas, Swaidan, & Isakson, 2007; 
Sheard, Markham & Dick, 2003; Usick, 2004; Wajda-Johnston, Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger, 
2007). Scholars suggested that further research on graduate students’ understanding of, and 
engagement in, academic dishonesty was needed to address issues surrounding the phenomenon 
of academic dishonesty among graduate students in higher education.  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was two-fold:  (1) to determine if differences existed between 
male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions, observations, and practices of 
academic integrity; and (2) to explore differences among program areas of graduate students 
regarding their perceptions, observations, and practices of academic integrity. More specifically, 
the researcher investigated the differences between males and females, and among program 
majors, concerning graduate students’ perceptions of academic integrity policies and practices, 
observations and reporting of cheating, engagement in cheating, and perceptions of the 
seriousness of cheating behaviors. In addition, the researcher examined graduate students’ 
responses to open-ended questions regarding changes in support of academic integrity and the 
role students should play in this process.  
Research Questions 
The researcher sought to explore whether differences existed between male and female 
graduate students regarding their perceptions, observations, and practice of academic integrity 
and to ascertain if differences existed among program areas of graduate students regarding their 
perceptions, observations, and practice of academic integrity. The following research questions 
guided the study.  
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1. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity policies? 
2. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity policies? 
3. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity practices? 
4. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity practices? 
5. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their observations 
of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
6. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their observations 
of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
7. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their engagement 
in cheating behaviors? 
8. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their engagement 
in cheating behaviors? 
9. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions 
of the seriousness of cheating? 
10. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions 
of the seriousness of cheating? 
11. What specific changes do graduate students suggest in support of academic integrity? 
12. What do graduate students suggest regarding their role in the process of supporting academic 
integrity? 
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Hypotheses  
In addition to the research questions, the following hypotheses helped to focus the study. 
Research question 1: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies? 
H01: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
 
Research Question 2: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies? 
H02: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
 
Research Question 3: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practices? 
H03: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
 
Research Question 4: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practices? 
H04: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
 
Research Question 5: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
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H05: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
 
Research Question 6: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
H06: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
 
Research Question 7: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors? 
H07: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
 
Research Question 8: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors? 
H08: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
 
Research Question 9: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating? 
H09: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
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Research Question 10: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating? 
H010
Conceptual Framework  
: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
The conceptual framework for the study is graphically represented in Figure 1. 
Contextual factors influence students’ perceptions of academic integrity and their decision to 
engage in or refrain from academic dishonesty (McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001). In this 
study two groups of independent variables were examined to determine their effects on dependent 
variables. Independent variables for this study included gender (male and female) and graduate 
program majors according to 2008 Carnegie Classification (business, education, humanities, 
medical education, social sciences, STEM [science, technology, engineering and math], and a 
group including all other program majors). 
The dependent variables included ratings on the perceptions of academic integrity related 
to policies and practices; observations and reporting of cheating behaviors; engagement in 
cheating behaviors; and perceptions of seriousness of cheating behaviors. Two open-ended 
questions were also included in the study; these concerned (1) specific changes suggested by 
graduate students to increase/improve academic integrity and (2) the perceived role of students in 
the process of increasing/improving academic integrity.  
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of the Study 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Independent Variables 
 
Program Major  
by Carnegie Classification 
 
All Other 
Business 
Education 
Humanities 
Medical Education 
Social Science 
STEM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering, Math) 
Dependent Variables 
• Perceptions of Academic Integrity 
Policies  
• Perceptions of Academic Integrity 
Practices 
• Observations of Cheating and 
Reporting of Cheating Behaviors 
• Engagement in Cheating 
Behaviors 
• Perceptions of Seriousness of 
Cheating Behaviors 
Independent Variables 
 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Open-Ended Questions 
 
What specific changes would you like to see (institution name) make in 
support of academic integrity?  What role should students play in this 
process? 
 
Please use this space for any comments you care to make, or if there is 
anything else you would like to tell us about the topic of cheating.   
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Theoretical Framework 
Social learning theory formed the framework of the present study. According to 
Bandura’s version of social learning theory (1971), patterns of behavior may be learned from the 
observation of others. Students who observe or perceive their peers engaging in cheating 
behaviors without consequence may go through Bandura’s four-step processes of observational 
learning: (1) attention process, (2) retention process, (3) skill process, and (4) reinforcement 
(Bandura, 1973).   
During the attention stage, the student may become aware of something in his or her 
environment. In the retention stage, the student remembers, interprets, and makes sense of what 
was observed. Through the reproduction stage, the student imitates those actions which he or she 
observed. Finally, during the motivation stage the student receives an environmental 
reinforcement that triggers repetition of the observed behavior. 
Several authors have investigated the practices of social learning theory and identified a 
direct correlation between perceptions of peer behavior regarding academic integrity and an 
undergraduate’s decision to engage in, or abstain from, academic dishonesty (Jordon, 2001; 
McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Zelna, & Bresciani, 2004). Callahan and Bok (1980) discussed how 
individuals “live in human communities, and whatever we, as individuals, decide to do will 
represent the outcome of our interaction with those communities” (p. 69). Callahan and Bok 
(1980) further explained that individual moral opinions and ethical concepts are built around and 
from the society in which one lives. When students perceive academic dishonesty within their 
“human community,” they build their ethical decision-making upon this perception and are 
therefore more likely to engage in academic dishonesty (Jordon, 2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1993; 
Zelna & Bresciani, 2004).  
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Definitions of Terms 
According to Cizek (1999), academic dishonesty was limited only by the human 
imagination. During a decade of research McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (2001) identified 
multiple forms and methods of academic dishonesty. For the purposes of this study, the phrase 
academic dishonesty encompassed the acts of cheating, copying, plagiarism, collusion, and any 
other act of academic misconduct as designated by standard institutional codes of ethics (Texas 
Tech University Statement of Academic Integrity 2008).  
The Fundamental Values of Academic Integrity, published by the Center of Academic 
Integrity (1999), noted the failure of institutions to clearly define or expressly commit to 
academic integrity. Rather than listing prohibited behaviors, this publication recommended 
advancing certain behaviors and values and defined academic integrity as a solid commitment to 
five essential values:  respect, honesty, responsibility, fairness, and trust.  
According to the Encyclopedia of Ethics (2001), a value is a measure of worth. Moral 
values were those values that an individual or group defines as right or correct; they provide a 
basis for choice (Bond, 2001). A virtue was a trait or characteristic that is perceived by an 
individual or group as desirable. Those things classified as values and virtues may vary over time, 
by place, and/or by culture (Bond, 2001). 
The phrase program major was defined as a student’s major or primary area of study, 
those areas within which masters or Ph.D. students receive their degrees. For the purposes of this 
study, institutional culture encompassed multiple, often intrinsic elements including, but not 
limited to, institutional mission, traditions, history, physical setting, and group and individual 
behavior. These elements provided the framework within which an individual interprets 
experiences and makes decisions (Upcraft & Schuh, 1996). Academic environment concerned 
factors over which institutions of higher education had programmatic or policy control, enabling 
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the university to influence learners’ experience and therefore allowing the greatest educational 
advantage.  
Research Method 
An existing data set, including quantitative and open-ended responses, from a survey 
research design was employed in this study. Data were analyzed from the web-based Academic 
Integrity Survey which was administered by eight individual accredited institutions of higher 
education to graduate program students throughout the United States between January 1, 2005, 
and December 31, 2007. For the purposes of this study, only 63 of the 100 questions on the 
Academic Integrity Survey were analyzed. A total of 3,467 graduate students from 8 institutions 
responded to the survey. Of the eight institutions that were included in the administration of the 
survey, graduate students from seven provided responses to the open-ended questions.  
The researcher used Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software to 
analyze the quantitative data from the Academic Integrity Survey. Descriptive data, including 
means, frequencies, standard deviations, t tests, Analysis of Variances, and Tukey’s-B (as 
appropriate) were computed for the quantitative survey items. Nvivo8 was used to analyze the 
open-ended survey data.  
Delimitations 
This study drew from an existing data set and was, therefore, delimited by availability 
and accessibility. The sample included data collected from graduate students at eight accredited 
institutions of higher education with graduate programs in the United States from January 1, 
2005, to December 31, 2007. The data were aggregated to preserve the confidentiality of the 
institutions involved and the individuals who responded. 
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Organization of the Study 
This research study is organized into five chapters. Chapter One, Nature of the Problem, 
includes an introduction of the study, a statement of the problem, and the purpose of the study. 
This chapter also includes the study’s conceptual framework, definitions of relevant terms, a brief 
overview of the research method employed, delimitations, and the significance of the study.   
Chapter Two contains a review of the literature relevant to research on academic integrity 
in higher education. The chapter includes a historical overview of research related to academic 
integrity policy and practice; studies related to the observation and reporting of cheating; research 
involving engagement in cheating behaviors; and studies of the perceptions of the seriousness of 
specific cheating behaviors. Also included is a review of the literature that explores the effects of 
gender and program major on academic integrity. Additionally, Chapter Two provides an 
overview of social learning theory as described by Albert Bandura (1971, 1973).  
A detailed description of the research design and methodology employed in the study is 
covered in Chapter Three, Research Procedures. In this chapter the researcher explains how data 
were obtained and describes the survey instrument used and the characteristics of the participants. 
Chapter Three also explains the procedures used for data analysis. 
An overview of the results of the data analysis and a presentation of the researcher’s 
findings are included in Chapter Four, Findings. Both quantitative and open-ended findings are 
presented in table format. 
Chapter Five, Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations, includes a summary of the 
findings of this research. In this chapter the researcher further discusses the implications of these 
findings as they relate to academic integrity among graduate student populations. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter presents a review of literature related to students’ perceptions of academic 
integrity policies and practices; their observations and reporting of cheating; their engagement in 
cheating behavior; and their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating behaviors. 
The first section includes a historical overview of the literature and research related to 
academic integrity. Section two provides the theoretical framework for the study. Section three 
reviews literature and research concerning academic integrity policies. Section four investigates 
literature and research concerning academic integrity procedures. Section five examines literature 
and research related to student observations of cheating. Section six reviews literature and 
research related to student reporting of cheating. Section seven explores literature and research 
related to students’ engagement in cheating behaviors. Section eight considers literature and 
research related to student perceptions of the seriousness of specific cheating behaviors. Sections 
nine and ten examine gender and program majors in relationship to academic integrity. Section 
eleven focuses on literature and research concerning academic integrity in graduate student 
populations. A summary of the literature and research review in the study concludes the chapter. 
Historical Overview 
Research on academic integrity within the academy began in the early half of the 
twentieth century. Little empirical research was published prior to 1950 (Crown & Spiller, 1998). 
Though several studies concluded that college students cheat, few of these studies examined in 
depth the dynamics of cheating, such as motivating factors and student characteristics 
(Wrightsman, 1959).   
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Academic Integrity Research—1900-1950 
Many early studies of academic integrity did not examine plagiarism or student cheating 
during exams, but instead measured student cheating when self-checking or scoring tests (Atkins 
& Atkins, 1936; Drake, 1941; Parr, 1936). In these studies students would take a test and the test 
would be pre-scored by the researchers. Students were then asked to score their own tests within a 
classroom setting. The researchers then compared the student-scored test with the one scored by 
the researcher to ascertain the percentage of students engaging in academic dishonesty (Atkins & 
Atkins, 1936; Drake, 1941; Parr, 1936). Findings from these studies included a positive 
correlation between effort and honesty (Atkins & Atkins, 1936). In two studies the data revealed 
a positive relationship between intelligence and honesty (Atkins & Atkins, 1936; Parr, 1936). 
Additionally, Drake (1941) and Parr (1936) found that cheating was more frequent among 
students who habitually earned low-grades and concluded that students tended to engage in 
academic dishonesty in direct proportion to need.   
Several early studies identified external factors that influence student cheating. Parr 
1936) found that external pressures or factors that act as individual barriers or burdens increased a 
student’s propensity for academic dishonesty. Atkins and Atkins (1936) found that while ease of 
cheating increased students’ likelihood to cheat, ethical training reduced the likelihood that 
students would engage in cheating behaviors. 
Researchers also examined factors that lead to, or are associated with, cheating. In his 
study of male and female students, Parr (1936) found that males cheated more frequently (45%) 
than did females (38%). Drake (1941) established a relationship between fraternity membership 
and propensity to cheat.  
Drake (1941) concluded that cheating stems from the competitive system through which 
institutions award grades and degrees. Moreover, he suggested that colleges fail at their primary 
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function of developing the character of their students by attempting to control cheating rather than 
addressing its root causes.  
Carter (1929) took a very different approach to the study of college students’ perceptions 
of academic dishonesty. The author presented his participants with a scenario calling for ethical 
judgment and discrimination. Participants were asked questions concerning:  (1) their perceptions 
of appropriate punishment for students participating in acts of academic dishonesty; (2) different 
degrees, and levels of dishonesty; and (3) the motives that cause students to engage in cheating 
behaviors. Carter’s (1929) findings indicated that students vary greatly in their attitudes toward an 
individual participating in academic dishonesty, their ethical assessment of a given scenario, and 
their opinions as to why students engage in cheating behaviors. The author concluded that there is 
no shared perception regarding academic dishonesty among college students.   
Campbell (1935) compared student behavior under an honor code system and a proctored 
system. His study assessed academic dishonesty through analysis of measured, observed, and 
participant-reported data. His research revealed that students who worked within a proctored 
system participated in academic dishonesty more frequently than did those students working 
within an honor code system. Further, Campbell (1935) found that, though students cheated more 
frequently under proctored exam conditions, cheating was reduced by classroom practices such as 
close monitoring and what students perceived as fair examinations. 
Academic Dishonesty Research—1951-1985 
During the second half of the twentieth century, cheating became more clearly defined 
and researchers began looking closely at the characteristics of cheaters, situational factors, and 
rationales for cheating (Bushway & Nash, 1977). Several pivotal studies such as Bowers’s 
Students’ Dishonesty and Its Control in College (1964), Singhal’s (1982) “Factors in Students’ 
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Dishonesty” and Nuss’ “Academic Integrity: Comparing Faculty and Student Attitudes” (1984) 
were published.  
In a seminal study, Bowers (1964) surveyed over 5,000 students throughout the United 
States, finding that over half of those surveyed reported engaging in cheating behaviors. Bowers 
went on to suggest that this data was a low estimate for the amount of cheating actually taking 
place. Since Bowers’ work there have been numerous studies examining college student 
engagement in cheating behaviors.  
Singhal (1982) compared students’ reported frequency of cheating to how often they 
reported being caught. Only 3% of student participants reported getting caught cheating at college 
while 56% confessed to cheating at some point during their college career. Based upon his 
research Singhal (1982) suggested that the policies and practices concerning the detection and 
prevention of academic dishonesty might be inadequate. Since Singhal’s study, many researchers 
have looked at policy and practices for detecting and preventing academic dishonesty.  
Nuss (1984) investigated student and faculty perceptions of the seriousness of cheating 
behaviors; student reporting of peer cheating; and faculty response to student academic 
dishonesty. According to this study Faculty and students perceived some forms of academic 
dishonesty to be more serious than others. Faculty and students disagreed slightly as to exact 
ranking, they agreed as to the four “most serious” forms of cheating and the five “least serious” 
cheating behaviors. Analysis indicated that students participated most frequently in cheating 
behaviors that they perceived to be less serious. Additionally, faculty were less likely to punish 
students for behaviors they perceive as less serious. Nuss (1984) concluded by urging faculty to 
engage students in open dialog concerning the importance of academic integrity. Since Nuss’ 
article, many authors have addressed student and faculty perceptions of the seriousness of 
cheating behaviors.   
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Current Research 
Much research on academic integrity has been conducted in the last twenty years. 
Empirically based research examined academic integrity policy and practices, observations of 
cheating, reporting of cheating, engagement in cheating behaviors and the seriousness of 
cheating.  
Academic Integrity Policy 
Research on academic integrity related to institutional policy has been prominent in the 
literature. Policies relating to academic integrity included guiding principles governing honor 
codes, due process for academic integrity violation, and other institutionalized procedures relating 
to this issue. Academic integrity policies may not only govern student action but also provide 
values that guide and motivate students, leading them towards higher ethical standards (Cole & 
Conklin, 1996). This literature reviewed addresses eight areas of research regarding academic 
integrity policies.   
1. Teaching ethical responsibility through policy  
2. Communication and understanding of academic integrity policy 
3. Institutional support of academic integrity policy 
4. Faculty support of academic integrity policy 
5. The relationship between policy concerning honor codes and academic integrity 
6. Creating a culture of academic integrity through policy  
7. Academic integrity and support and programming policy  
8. Leadership and academic integrity. 
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Teaching Ethical Responsibility through Policy 
Policies governing academic integrity, an institutional approach to policy enforcement, 
were described as effective methods for teaching students about ethical responsibility and moral 
leadership (McCabe & Trevino, 1996; Pavela & McCabe, 1993). Studies indicated that 
institutional responses to academic dishonesty influenced student perceptions of right and wrong, 
community responsibility, and personal integrity (Cole & Conklin, 1996).   
Communication and Understanding of Academic Integrity Policy 
The creation of institutional policies regarding academic integrity is very important to 
student academic honesty. However, research indicated that unless these policies were well 
publicized and understood, they had little effect (Bailey, 2001; Hutton, 2006; Rawwas, Swaidan 
& Isakson, 2007). McCabe and Trevino (1993) found that a shared understanding and support of 
institutional policy governing academic integrity had a statistically significant affect on student 
self-reported academic misconduct. Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) found that faculty who had 
greater knowledge of institutional academic integrity policies were more likely to engage in 
classroom preventative measures and to challenge students for acts of academic misconduct.  
Passow, Mayhew, Finelli, Harding, and Carpenter (2006) proposed that students cheat 
more frequently on assignments like homework, for which policy was often less defined or 
enforced. These authors urged institutions to clearly define and delineate academic integrity 
policy, and individual expectations, to students.  
McCabe and Trevino (1993) uncovered less cheating in institutions that made academic 
integrity a key component in student handbooks as well at student orientation. These authors 
identified a clear relationship between student ethical behavior and communication of campus 
values regarding academic integrity. 
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Institutional Support of Academic Integrity Policy 
In addition to being publicized, researchers advocated that policies must be consistently 
supported and enforced (Bailey, 2001; Nuss, 1984; McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; 
Sankaran & Bui, 2003). McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) advised that if a policy or 
honor code is in place, but not enforced, it will be viewed by students with cynicism and may be 
harmful to institutional believability. Simon, Carr, McCullough, Morgan, Oleson, and Ressel 
(2004) advised that if faculty are confident that university leadership supports and endorses their 
decisions regarding the enforcement of academic integrity policy, they will deal with academic 
dishonesty within the parameters of that policy. Park (2003) suggests that a strict penalty system 
for punishing students’ academic dishonesty may deter students cheating. 
Rawwas, Swaidan, and Isakson (2007) proposed that institutions establish centralized 
tracking of cases of academic dishonesty. In this way, repeat offenders cannot claim that they do 
not understand campus policy. Gallant and Drinan (2006) proposed that institutions must view, 
and respond to, student cheating as dishonesty rather than just misbehavior. These authors 
advised a strong response and a swift, fair penalty in response to academic dishonesty.  
Hutton (2006) recommended that university administration regularly communicate 
information on incidents of students’ academic dishonesty to the institutions’ faculty. In this way, 
faculty can maintain realistic perceptions of both the frequency of student cheating as well as the 
reporting and enforcement of fellow faculty and the university’s commitment to preserve a 
culture of academic integrity. 
Faculty Support of Academic Integrity Policy 
Levy and Rakovski (2006) found that faculty members who adhere to a policy of zero 
tolerance of academic dishonesty experienced less cheating within their classes, suggesting that 
such a policy may serve as a deterrent to such actions. McCabe and Trevino (1993) found that 
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students cheat less in classrooms where they feel cheating peers will be identified, caught, and 
punished. Robinson, et al. (2004) found that risk assessment was inherent in a student’s decision 
to engage in academic dishonesty. A student will refrain from cheating if the threat of detection 
and punishment were real and immediate. Rawwas, Swaidan, and Isakson (2007) urged 
professors to increase the consequences of academic misconduct by being vigilant in monitoring, 
ensuring capture, and increasing and enforcing penalties.  
Relationship between Policy Concerning Honor Codes and Academic Integrity 
Numerous studies established a relationship between honor codes and student academic 
integrity. Analysis indicated that students enrolled at an honor code institution were less likely to 
engage in cheating behaviors (Mathews, 1999; McCabe, 1993; McCabe, 1999; McCabe & 
Trevino, 2002; Melgoza & Smith, 2008; Pavela & McCabe, 1993; Trevino & McCabe, 1994). 
According to McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999), honor codes provided 
administrators and faculty a way to effect student behavior throughout the student body. Studies 
showed that honor codes must be well publicized and uniformly enforced to be most effective 
(Cole & McCabe, 1996; McCabe & Trevino, 1996; Melgoza & Smith, 2008; Pavela & McCabe, 
1993). 
When speculating on why honor codes influenced the academic integrity of students, 
McCabe and Trevino (1993) proposed that students at an honor code institution agreed to follow 
a code that defined and delineated institutional expectations concerning appropriate and 
inappropriate conduct. In an environment in which wrongdoing was clearly outlined, students less 
easily justified academic misconduct. Additionally, by placing the responsibility for academic 
integrity on students, rather than on administrators and faculty, an honor code institution inspired 
students to self-govern. Many honor code institutions imparted privileges, such as un-proctored 
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exams, for adherence to policy. To retain such privileges students were willing to abide by the 
parameters of the code (McCabe & Trevino, 1993). 
Analyzing open-ended data employing a qualitative technique, McCabe, Trevino, and 
Butterfield (1999) found that students at honor code and non-honor code institutions viewed the 
problem of academic dishonesty differently. Though both groups of students experienced similar 
societal pressures, students at non-honor code institutions were significantly more likely to use 
these pressures to justify or rationalize cheating behaviors.   
McCabe, Butterfield and Trevino (2003) found that honor code policies had an effect on 
faculty behavior as well as students. Findings indicated that faculty at honor code institutions 
trusted students to monitor themselves and each other, thus they indicated that they are less likely 
to take extreme measures to catch cheaters. Additionally, they were not as likely as their peers at 
non-honor code institutions to report that they dealt personally with students engaged in academic 
misconduct. 
Findings by McCabe, Butterfield and Trevino (2003) indicated that at non-honor code 
institutions, administration worked harder to prove to faculty that existing policies were fair and 
effective. Non-honor code institutions found faculty were more likely to disregard existing 
policies, and chose to respond to cheating independently.   
Though McCabe and Trevino (1993) identified institutional honor codes as having a 
strong effect as a deterrent to academic dishonesty, they also suggested that an honor code alone 
was not sufficient. The researchers concluded that because of the complex, multi-faceted nature 
of academic dishonesty, institutions of higher education must employ many deterrents and 
support to manage this problem. 
23 
 
Creating a Culture of Academic Integrity 
McCabe and Trevino (1993) suggested that students attending sprawling, culturally 
diverse institutions experienced less of a sense of common purpose and academic community 
than do students attending small, close-knit campuses. This lack of community resulted in greater 
competition between students and a focus on completion and employment, rather than in a culture 
of shared values and integrity. As indicated by McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999), creating 
a culture of academic integrity was considerably more difficult on campuses that are non-
residential, large, or enrolled great numbers of part-time students. Such an institution faced 
additional challenges when working towards an atmosphere of shared value.  
In an analysis of open-ended survey data employing qualitative technique, McCabe, 
Trevino, and Butterfield (1999) found a clear indication that students in honor code environments 
felt that they were a part of unique environment or culture with a shared responsibility for 
academic integrity. In this environment students gained privileges in exchange for their support 
of, and compliance with, policy governing appropriate behaviors.  
According to other research, policy regarding student reporting of academic dishonesty 
facilitated an environment of shared ethical responsibility (Cole & Conklin, 1996). In such an 
environment students gained the experience of struggling with ethical dilemmas. Through this 
experience, students acquired skills necessary to become involved and moral citizens (Cole & 
Conklin, 1996; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001). McCabe and Trevino (1993) urged 
institutions to work towards an environment where academic misconduct was socially 
unacceptable. In such a community, students, faculty, and administration shared the same values 
and goals.   
Higher education playing a critical role in the instruction and development of 
professional ethics, in addition to teach specific skill sets, was the subject of an article by 
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Sankaran and Bui (2003). These authors encouraged educators to take an active role in imparting 
ethical knowhow thereby preparing students for the real world. In this way faculty may convey a 
richer understanding of professional ethics, and nurturing a culture of academic integrity.  
Academic Integrity Support and Programming Policy 
Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2001) proposed that institutions should initiate policy 
pertaining to the creation and advancement of programs fostering the development of academic 
ethics in students. In this way, institutions promoted a campus ethos—a community 
environment—of academic integrity. Establishing such an environment influenced student 
perceptions of, and attitudes toward, academic integrity.  
Robinson, Amburgey, Swank, and Faulkner (2004) proposed creating a foundation for an 
environment of academic integrity prior to student enrollment by focusing on the recruitment of 
students who take pleasure in the learning process. Robinson, et al. (2004) suggested that students 
who enjoy learning will be less likely to engage in cheating behaviors.   
Hutton (2006) recommended that institutions develop first-year experiences for freshmen 
that involve open dialog concerning academic integrity policies. Team building activities, role-
playing, the ethical decision-making process, and clarification of penalties and ethical goals were 
the basis for such a program (Melgoza and Smith, 2008; Sankaran & Bui, 2003; Whitley and 
Keith-Spiegel, 2001). Melgoza and Smith (2008) recommended offering such experiences not 
only to freshmen, but to all students and faculty. By offering, promoting, and financially 
supporting such activities, institutions demonstrate a commitment to academic integrity.  
Taylor-Bianco and Deeter-Schmelz (2007) urged institutions to integrate ethics 
instruction throughout curriculum programming, rather than limiting such training to ethics 
courses. Luthar, DiBattista, and Gautschi (1997) identified a relationship between ethics 
instruction integrated into business classes and student perception of a link between positive 
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business outcomes and ethical behavior. Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2001) concluded that rather 
than responding to cases of academic dishonesty, institutions should be proactive; encouraging 
responsible behaviors that are grounded in independent ethical standards, and values.  
Institutions found that developing centralized, campus-offices for academic integrity 
where students and faculty can report cases of academic dishonesty makes the reporting process 
efficient and less intimidating (Melgoza & Smith, 2008). Counseling services may be provided 
for students faced with ethical dilemmas so that they may seek advice and guidance in a non-
judgmental, unthreatening way (Sankaran & Bui, 2003).  
Leadership and Academic Integrity 
Gallant and Drinan (2006) emphasized the importance of institutional leadership in 
developing a culture of academic integrity. When leaders such as presidents, provosts, and board 
members take a vocal, moral stance on academic integrity through policy, their actions validated 
and endowed the issue with magnitude and immediacy. Hutton (2006) recommended that 
university faculty participate in behavior leadership by communicating to students through word 
and action the importance of academic integrity, the consequences of dishonesty, and individual 
expectations. By establishing individual relationships with students both in and outside of the 
classroom, Hutton (2006) advised that students will feel valued and will develop a commitment to 
academic integrity.  
Academic Integrity Practices 
Though organization policy is vital in addressing the issue of academic integrity, 
according to Gallant and Drinan (2006), policy cannot substitute for sound academic practice 
within the faculty and support personnel of the institution. Academic integrity practices included 
activities such as teaching and assessment methods, monitoring and reporting, and engaging 
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students in meaningful dialog on issues surrounding academic integrity (Branstetter & 
Handelsman, 2000; McCabe & Pavela, 2004; Sankaran & Bui, 2003; Sterns, 2001). This 
literature reviewed addresses six areas of research regarding academic integrity practice.  
1. Teaching method, assessment, and academic integrity  
2. Student/faculty relationships and academic integrity  
3. Dialog regarding academic integrity  
4. Classroom deterrents of academic dishonesty  
5. External pressures and academic integrity 
Teaching Method, Assessment and Academic Integrity 
Passow, et al. (2006) found that undergraduate students’ decisions whether to engage in 
cheating behaviors may be influenced by method of assessment, suggesting that faculty may deter 
academic dishonesty by conscientiously planning assignments and exams. Faculty must also be 
careful to plan assignments and assessments that are fair, reasonable, and accurately measure 
student learning (Sankaran & Bui, 2003). Robinson et al. (2004) found that students were more 
prone to engage in academic misconduct if they felt the standards of their professors were 
unreasonable. Sheard, Markham, and Dick (2003) identified a relationship between student stress 
and academic dishonesty. These authors suggested that classroom practices such as thorough 
student preparation or conscientious scheduling of exams represent a means to reduce academic 
misconduct. 
Some authors established that teaching method and assessment technique employed in 
the classroom by faculty members convey a message to students as to the value of academic 
integrity at the university (Gallant & Drinan, 2006; Luthar, DiBattista & Gautschi, 1997). 
Murdock, Miller, and Goetzinger (2007) found that undergraduate students were more likely to 
cheat in what they perceived to be classrooms where poor teaching methods were employed. 
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Other researchers offered that instruction and assignments should be engaging and be discipline-
appropriate in order to deter academic dishonesty (McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006).  
Students may view cheating as more acceptable in instructional environments that assess 
performance goals rather than mastery goals (Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger (2007). Robinson, et 
al., (2004) proposed that faculty make a conscious and deliberate effort to redesign the traditional 
examination. By restructuring or even eliminating the traditional testing method, students may 
cheat less.  
Student/Faculty Relationships and Academic Integrity 
Researchers correlated a positive perception of classroom environment by undergraduates 
with academic integrity (Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger, 2007; Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999; Sterns, 
2001). In these studies, classroom environment specifically related to task orientation, personal 
satisfaction and, relationship with the instructor (Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger, 2007; Pulvers & 
Diekhoff, 1999; Sterns, 2001).Gallant and Drinan (2006) stated that when faculty engage students 
in active learning, value is conferred upon the process of learning and the virtue of academic 
honesty is reinforced. Murdock, Miller, and Goetzinger (2007) found that in classrooms 
perceived to have good pedagogy students were more likely to place the blame for cheating upon 
students rather than on the professor. By contrast, in classrooms perceived to have poor 
pedagogy, professors were more likely to be blamed for student cheating Murdock, Miller, and 
Goetzinger (2007). 
Hutton (2006) examined academic integrity though the social networking paradigm. She 
suggested that cheating was propagated through student networks in which students were more 
aware of the cheating behaviors of their peers. Hutton (2006) concluded that faculty may mitigate 
dishonest behavior through the practice of engaging in strong relationships with students that 
promote the culture of academic integrity, thereby prevailing over peer influence.   
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Research by McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999) indicated that atmospheres of 
mutual respect between students and professors lead to a culture of academic integrity. Based on 
their research, Murdock, Miller, and Goetzinger (2007) proposed that student blame of faculty for 
student cheating behaviors is largely mediated within a perceived environment of respect and 
fairness. Sterns (2001) also found that strong student-faculty interaction discourages academic 
dishonesty. Examining instructor evaluations and student reported cheating. Sterns’ (2001) 
findings indicated a correlation between students’ perceptions of their relationship with their 
instructor and academic integrity. 
Dialog Regarding Academic Integrity 
Open dialog between faculty and students concerning academic integrity and faculty 
expectations regarding individual student academic integrity was found to be important to student 
understanding of the issue (Bailey, 2001; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). 
Recommendations from prior research studies included a call for faculty to define carefully and 
delineate what constitutes cheating for each distinct type of assessment, from taking an exam to 
completing homework and group projects (Bailey, 2001; McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; 
Passow, et al., 2006; Robinson et al., 2004; Sterns, 2001). Inviting “real world” role models from 
specific discipline areas into the classroom for discussion of professional ethics is suggested as a 
viable strategy for sensitizing students to the importance of academic integrity (Taylor-Bianco & 
Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). 
Classroom Deterrents of Academic Dishonesty 
Davy, Kincaid, Smith, and Trawick (2007) identified a negative relationship between 
cheating and in-class deterrents. This research indicated that practices such as walking around the 
room during exams, using several forms of a test, and ensuring that students have empty seats 
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between them while taking tests, may discourage cheating. McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino 
(2006) advised that, though it is additional work, faculty should create several versions of tests. 
Multiple test versions not only make cheating during exams more difficult, but indicate to 
students that the professor takes cheating seriously. In addition, restricting the use and availability 
of technology, such as cell phones, in the classroom during tests may deter cheating (McCabe, 
Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; Rawwas, Swaidan & Isakson, 2007; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-
Schmelz, 2007).  
Research by Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) found a correlation between faculty 
beliefs concerning student academic dishonesty and their intervention efforts to prevent 
classroom cheating. Furthermore, they found that faculty who underestimated student frequency 
of cheating often fail to employ preventative measures or to challenge the academic misconduct 
of students. Based on their results Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) suggested that faculty 
members demonstrate to students that they take cheating seriously by vigilantly engaging in 
practices that deter classroom cheating. In this way, students receive the message that academic 
integrity is important  
External Pressures and Academic Integrity 
Through semi-structured student interviews, Wendy, Daviesa, Bateshi, and Avellone 
(2003) identified stress resulting from individual course demands or external pressure as a 
rationale for academic dishonesty. Sankaran and Bui (2003) suggested that faculty teach students 
how the students’ individual characteristics, such as how they respond to external pressures, 
influenced their ethical decision making process. Sheard, Markham, and Dick (2003) identified a 
relationship between participation in cheating behaviors and the pressures of time and fear of 
failure. McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999) found that while students at honor code and 
non-honor code institutions experienced similar societal pressures to succeed, students at honor 
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code institutions were less likely to use these pressures to justify or rationalize cheating 
behaviors. Jordan’s (2001) research supported the claim that the desire to master or learn a body 
of knowledge deters student cheating. Students who were performance-motivated might be more 
likely to feel grade pressure and succumb to the temptation to cheat. 
Observations of Cheating 
A number of studies focused on students’ observations and perceptions of peer cheating 
(Jordan, 2001; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001; Robinson, et al., 2004; Wajda-Johnson, et 
al., 2001). McCabe, Trevino and Butterfield (2001) found student perceptions of peer cheating to 
possess the most significant relationship with students’ academic dishonesty. Students may 
overestimate or underestimate the cheating of their peers (Jordan, 2001; Hard, Conway & Moran, 
2006; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 1999).  
Research by Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) suggested that students’ overestimation of 
cheating activities of their peers may have negative implications. Applying social norm theory, 
the authors found that students who perceived higher levels of academic misconduct in their peers 
were more likely to engage in cheating behaviors. McCabe and Trevino (1993) found that 
perception of peers’ academic dishonesty was positively associated with academic dishonesty. 
Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) found that students had a greater propensity to engage in 
cheating behaviors if they perceived widespread cheating on campus. Robinson, et al. (2004) 
found that students who frequently engaged in academic dishonesty perceived that the majority of 
their peers were engaging in such behaviors.   
Reporting of Cheating 
Research regarding the reporting of cheating showed concerns not only for students’ 
individual actions pertaining to academic integrity, but their responsibilities for governance of the 
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honesty of their peers. College and university policies varied greatly as to what was required of 
students in reporting other students (Cole & Conklin, 1996; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 
2001). This literature reviewed addresses three areas of research regarding student reporting of 
cheating. 
1. Peer monitoring of academic integrity  
2. Unwillingness to report academic dishonesty 
3. Faculty monitoring/reporting of academic dishonesty 
Peer Monitoring of Academic Integrity 
Research by Simon, Carr, McCullough, Morgan, Oleson, and Ressel (2004) suggested 
that peer monitoring of cheating was a viable proactive strategy for deterrence of academic 
dishonesty in undergraduate students. McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (2001) found that 
students were less likely to cheat in environments requiring peer reporting. According to research 
by Cole and Conklin (1996), policy regarding peer monitoring of academic dishonesty teaches 
students how to manage shared ethical responsibility. Passow, et al. (2006) recognized that 
undergraduates were less likely to engage in academic dishonesty when they reported that they 
felt a personal responsibility to report observed cheating behaviors in their peers. Peer reporting 
occurred more often in an honor code environment in which failure to report academic dishonesty 
was punished and reporting dishonesty was rewarded (McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001). 
Unwillingness to Report Academic Dishonesty 
According to McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999), students enrolled at honor code 
institutions identified peer-reporting requirements to be the most challenging responsibility 
related to code compliance. Research by Asheworth and Bannister (1997) indicated that students 
resisted reporting classmates for participating in academic dishonesty. McCabe, Trevino, and 
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Butterfield’s (1999) analysis of open-ended data revealed that students were concerned about 
reporting peer academic misconduct. Their research demonstrated that students were unlikely to 
report observed misconduct, especially among their friends.  
Some studies suggested that students are not likely to report observed cheating behaviors 
in other students if they suspect they may be vilified or ostracized by their peers (Hutton, 2006; 
McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001; Melgoza & Smith, 
2008). In a study of honor code and non-honor code institutions, McCabe, Trevino, and 
Butterfield (2001) described how, though almost half of honor-code participants indicated they 
would probably report observed academic dishonesty, less than one in twelve did so. Based on 
open-ended data, McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) proposed that students would consider 
reporting observed academic misconduct in circumstances in which they felt the cheating of 
others would negatively affect their grade.  
Studies indicated that students overestimated or underestimate the cheating of their peers 
(Jordan, 2001; Hard, Conway & Moran, 2006; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999;). Based on 
inaccuracies in students’ accounting of observed peer cheating, Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) 
challenged the accuracy of students’ reporting of peer cheating.  
Faculty Monitoring/Reporting of Academic Dishonesty 
Faculty follow-up on reporting of cheating may affect a student’s decision whether to 
report observed peer cheating. Gallant and Drinan (2006) proposed that when faculty do not 
report observed student cheating, they contribute to a “cheating culture.” This negligence on the 
faculty’s part indicated to students that faculty did not take the issue of cheating seriously and 
thus students’ sense that academic dishonesty was acceptable. Sankaran and Bui (2003) urged 
faculty to instruct students in the importance of reporting academic dishonesty. In this way, 
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students build an ethical foundation that helps them identify and report observed unethical actions 
in their future professional roles 
Engagement in Cheating Behaviors 
The phrase cheating behaviors includes the acts of cheating, copying, plagiarism, 
collusion, and any other act of academic misconduct as designated by standard institutional codes 
of ethics (Texas Tech University Statement of Academic Integrity 2008). Numerous studies 
addressed student participation in cheating behaviors and all have found that college students 
cheat (Bailey, 2001; Bowers 1964; Etter, Cramer & Finn, 2006; Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, & 
Clark, 1986; Hughes & McCabe, 2006; Jordan, 2001; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001; 
Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). 
According to McCabe and Trevino (1993), the rate of undergraduate engagement in 
cheating behaviors may be affected by the researcher’s characterization of academic dishonesty, 
by research method employed, and by population variables. Cheating rates at undergraduate 
institutions may range anywhere between 13 and 95%, depending on research method and 
population characteristics (McCabe & Trevino, 1993). 
In their 1986 study, Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, and Clark found that 54.1% of 
undergraduates reported cheating in some form. Etter, Cramer, and Finn (2006) found high levels 
of cheating involving the use of technology at both a church-affiliated institution as well as a 
research university. Bailey (2001) found that students in baccalaureate programs were perceived 
to cheat at the same level as did students in the general undergraduate population. Robinson, et al. 
(2004) found that undergraduate students at a rural institution cheated as frequently as did their 
urban peers. A study by Hughes and McCabe (2006) found that Canadian undergraduate students 
engaged in cheating behaviors at levels comparable to those in the United States.   
34 
 
Perceptions of the Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors 
Research supports the claim that students’ personal attitudes about, and perceptions of, 
what constitutes cheating are correlated with cheating behavior (Whitley, 1998). Additionally, 
studies indicated that students and faculty may hold different beliefs about the seriousness of 
specific cheating behaviors and what constitutes cheating (Higbee & Thomas, 2002; Roberts and 
Toombs, 1993)  
Numerous studies examined students’ perceptions of various activities identified as 
cheating to clarify students’ understandings of academic dishonesty. Higbee and Thomas (2002) 
found that students and faculty disagreed as to what constituted academic dishonesty. In their 
1993 article, Roberts and Toombs asked both student and faculty respondents to designate 
appropriate levels of punishment for different types of cheating scenarios. Research indicated that 
students and faculty have different perceptions as to the significance of specific cheating 
behaviors and appropriate levels of punishment (Roberts & Toombs, 1993).  
Barrett and Cox (2005) investigated student and staff understandings of collusion and 
plagiarism. Research revealed that both students and staff perceived collusion as a less serious 
form of cheating than plagiarism. Roig (1997) found that more than 50% of students were not 
able to identify plagiarism. In their study involving Canadian high school, undergraduate, 
graduate, and college faculty Hughes and McCabe (2006) found that faculty viewed a number of 
cheating behaviors as more serious than did undergraduate students. Undergraduates perceived 
collusion as less serious than did faculty participating in this study. Further, a relationship was 
established between behaviors viewed by students as less serious and the frequency in which they 
engaged in these behaviors. Disagreement between students and faculty as to the seriousness of 
specific cheating behaviors, and what constitutes cheating, may result in accusations of 
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misconduct against students who believe that they are employing acceptable practices (Higbee & 
Thomas, 2002). 
Gender 
The affect of gender upon propensity to engage in cheating behaviors has been 
extensively examined in student populations. While some studies (Robinson, et al., 2004; Roth & 
McCabe, 1995; Ward, 1986) found that female students were less likely to engage in cheating 
behaviors than males, other studies demonstrated that this margin may be narrowing or 
nonexistent (Hendershott, Drinan & Cross, 1999; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001; 
Sankaran & Bui, 2003; Whitley, 2001). Few studies found that females cheat significantly more 
than do males (Leming, 1980; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). This literature reviewed 
addresses four areas of research regarding gender and academic integrity. 
1. Gender, internal controls and academic integrity  
2. Gender and justification of academic integrity  
3. Self-esteem and negative impact of academic dishonesty  
4. Gender and perception of academic integrity climate 
Gender, Internal Controls and Academic Integrity 
Working from the premise that males cheat more than females, Gibson, Khey, and 
Schreck, (2008) looked at how internal controls such as moral belief, embarrassment, and shame 
affect cheating. Measuring the variation in internal controls between males and females, data 
indicated internal controls differ across gender and are predictors for self-reported cheating as 
well as reported intent to cheat. Hendershott, Drinan, and Cross (1999) examined internal 
controls, cheating, and gender. Analysis indicated that policies relating to academic integrity are 
much more likely to deter cheating in females than they are males.  
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Gender and Justification of Academic Integrity 
Ward and Beck (1990) established a relationship between gender and academic 
dishonesty excuse making. The researchers found that females employed excuse making more 
frequently than did males prior to engaging in academic dishonesty. This study was supported by 
Mathews (1999) who identified differences in the ways that males and females perceived actions 
involving academic honesty. Males justified academic dishonesty more frequently than did 
females.  
Self-Esteem and Negative Impact of Academic Dishonesty 
Whitley’s (2001) research revealed that though women are as likely as men to engage in 
academic dishonesty, they view cheating more negatively than do men. Based on results, Whitley 
hypothesized that women would suffer more negative impact from cheating than men did. 
Whitley’s findings indicated that, though cheating did not result in a more negative affect for 
women, it did not result in the positive effect that men experienced. Ward (1986) investigated 
self-esteem in relationship with undergraduate students and cheating. Looking specifically at 
gender, Ward found that low self-esteem was closely correlated to cheating behaviors in females. 
In males, the researcher identified no relationship between self-esteem and propensity to cheat.   
Gender and Perception of Climate of Academic Integrity 
In his study examining cheating under low-risk conditions, Leming (1980) found that 
females cheated significantly more than did males. Leming (1980) speculated that female 
students would engage in cheating behaviors if they perceived a climate in which it was unlikely 
that they would be caught or punished. Luthar, DiBattista, and Gautschi (1997) found that there 
was a significant difference between the sexes related to the perception of what an ethical climate 
should be. When asked what an ethical climate should be, females participating in this study 
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indicated that they would favor a fair ethical climate in which ethical behavior and attitudes were 
rewarded.  
Program Major 
Program major is a student’s major or primary area of study; those areas within which the 
student receives a degree. Research has shown a strong relationship between students’ areas of 
studies and their engagement in academic dishonesty (Davy, Kincaid, Smith &Trawick, 2007; 
McCabe & Trevino, 1995; Sankaran & Bui 2003; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). This 
literature reviewed addresses two areas of research regarding academic integrity and program 
majors:  
1. Business students and academic integrity  
2. Professional ethics and academic integrity  
Business Students and Academic Integrity 
McCabe and Trevino (1995) found that business students reported more cheating than did 
their non-business peers. Davy, Kincaid, Smith, and Trawick (2007) explored attitudinal factors 
influencing engagement in academic dishonesty among undergraduate business students. 
Academic cheating as an indicator for future or professional cheating was found by the 
researchers (Davy, Kincaid, Smith & Trawick, 2007). Based on this assessment, the authors 
emphasized the need for faculty intervention strategies. They concluded that business faculty 
must enhance students’ moral reasoning skills and discuss professional codes of conduct in the 
hope that a repeat of recent ethical lapses within the business community may be avoided (Davy, 
Kincaid, Smith & Trawick, 2007). 
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Professional Ethics and Academic Integrity 
Several studies looked at the parallel between students’ perceptions of academic integrity 
and “real world” professional ethics by program areas (Lawson, 2004; Sankaran & Bui, 2003; 
Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). Lawson (2004) indicated that though business students 
were aware of the need for professional ethics, many students believed that in the “real world” 
many professionals fail to act in an ethical manner. Further, many students indicated that, though 
they are aware of the parameters of ethical behavior and are upset by cheating in their classes, 
they still reported engaging in academic dishonesty.  
Some research proposed that students attempt to emulate the ethics that they perceive in 
the profession in which they desire to work (Sankaran & Bui 2003; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-
Schmelz, 2007). Sankaran and Bui (2003) suggested that this is a reason students majoring in the 
social sciences exhibited higher ethical standards than do business students. Bailey (2001) studied 
faculty and administrators’ views of academic integrity in students in baccalaureate nursing 
programs. Bailey concluded that participation in academic misconduct for nursing students is 
similar to that of the general undergraduate population.   
Graduate Students 
As the graduate students of today become the educational leaders of the next generation 
an ongoing cycle of ethical decay within the academy is established (Langlais, 2006). A review of 
the literature indicated that the level of academic dishonesty among graduate students paralleled 
the levels documented among undergraduates (Brown, 1995; McCabe, Dukerich & Dutton , 
1991).  
Many scholars acknowledged a lack of research on graduate students and academic 
dishonesty (Anderson, Louis & Earle, 1994; Brown, 1995; Brown & Krager, 1985; Brown, 1996; 
Love & Simmons, 1998; McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger, 
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2007; Penzel, 2000; Rawwas, Swaidan & Isakson, 2007; Sheard, Markham & Dick, 2003; Usick, 
2004; Wajda-Johnston, Handal, Brawer & Fabricatore, 2001; Zastro, 1970). This literature 
reviewed addresses six areas of research regarding graduate students and academic integrity.  
1. Historical overview  
2. Master of business administration  
3. Master of business administration compared to other graduate programs  
4. Comparison of non- master of business administration programs  
5. Academic integrity and motivating factors  
6. Culture/environment of academic integrity 
Graduate Student Research-Historical Overview 
In one of the first identified studies addressing academic dishonesty in a graduate student 
population, Zastrow (1970) found that graduate students’ participation in cheating behaviors 
paralleled findings in the undergraduate population. The most frequently cited reason for cheating 
was because the students experienced pressure to do well and make high grades. Data revealed 
that there was some confusion among graduate students over what constituted cheating.  
Graduate Student—Masters of Business Administration 
A number of the studies that addressed graduate student academic dishonesty focused on 
students in Masters of Business Administration (MBA) programs. Even though these studies were 
limited in scope, they addressed issues similar to those investigating undergraduate students. 
Brown (1995) examined the academic ethics of graduate business students, finding many 
similarities with previous undergraduate business student studies. He reported that 80% of 
graduate business students reported participating in at least one incident of academic dishonesty 
as a graduate student. Additionally, Brown (1995) observed that although graduate and 
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undergraduate business students participated in academic misconduct at the same levels, graduate 
students perceived themselves as more ethical than undergraduate students. 
Graduate Student—MBA Compared to Other Programs 
McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) looked at students in both business and non-
business graduate programs. In their study, perceptions of peer behaviors and reporting of peers 
were also examined. McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) discovered that students in 
graduate business programs reported more cheating (56%) than their non-business peers (47%). 
McCabe, Dukerich, and Dutton (1991) compared students entering law school to those entering 
an MBA program. In this study, the authors found that both groups demonstrated an “alarmingly 
high” level of unethical choices.  
Graduate Student—Comparison of Non-MBA Program Majors 
Comparing the academic integrity of graduate students in the disciplines of education, 
business, and engineering, Brown (1996) found that there was not a statistically significant 
difference in responses from the three disciplines relating to “more than infrequent” participation 
in academic dishonesty. Participants in Brown’s (1996) research ranked behaviors described as 
cheating according to seriousness. All disciplines had identical rankings on the four most serious 
practices, which included copying on exams, exchanging answers to an exam, and turning in 
work done by someone else as one’s own. Brown’s (1996) findings indicated that graduate 
students perceived themselves as more ethical than they perceived undergraduate students. 
In a study looking at graduate students in multiple program majors, Wajda-Johnston, 
Handal, Brawer, and Fabricatori (2001) found that when students were asked if they had cheated 
in graduate school, 28.7 % of graduate students reported engaging in some form of academic 
dishonesty. However, when asked about specific acts of academic dishonesty, 76% of 
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respondents admitted to engaging in at least one academically dishonest act. Data indicated that 
graduate students’ cheating declined in each succeeding year of enrollment in their program. 
Wajda-Johnston, et al., 2001 identified a statistically significant difference between faculty and 
graduate students in the perceived prevalence of student cheating. Both graduate students and 
faculty perceived graduate students’ cheating to be low. Most revealing is that, though graduate 
students were able to identify cheating and perceived cheating behaviors as serious and wrong, 
they still engaged in academic dishonesty. Wajda-Johnston, et al. (2001) speculated that this 
inconsistency is the result of a failure on the part of faculty to take cheating at the graduate level 
seriously, to confront cheaters, or to clearly define and delineate academic dishonesty and 
individual expectations.  
Hughes and McCabe (2006) analyzed Academic Integrity Survey data from Canadian 
high-school students, undergraduate students, graduate students and college faculty. In this study, 
comparing mean responses, differences were identified in graduate students’ and faculty’s 
perceptions of the seriousness of behaviors described as cheating. Hughes and McCabe (2006) 
reported that, though 35% of graduate students reported having engaged in some form of cheating 
behavior, 37% reported having observed a peer cheating on an exam within the last year.   
Graduate Students—Academic Integrity and Motivating Factors 
Perceptions of pedagogy quality influence graduate students’ decision whether to engage 
in academic misconduct. Findings by Murdock, Miller, and Goetzinger (2007) indicated that 
graduate students viewed cheating as more justified when they participated in a classroom in 
which they perceive pedagogy as bad. Additionally, graduate students who reported cheating in 
the past viewed academic misconduct as more acceptable in comparison to peers who did not 
report past academic violations.   
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In looking at why graduate students cheat, McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) 
found the strongest relationship between observed peer behavior and propensity to engage in 
academic misconduct. The researchers proposed that, because of the multiple demands on 
graduate students’ lives, the educational context of academic integrity policy has less effect upon 
their behavior and attitudes.   
Sheard, Markham, and Dick (2003) compared academic dishonesty between graduate and 
undergraduate students in a school of computer science and software engineering. Researchers 
found that while 79% of undergraduates in this department reported cheating, only 53% of 
graduate students did. Additionally, graduate students reported less observed academic 
misconduct of their peers than did undergraduates. The researchers proposed suggested that this 
difference in participation, in and observation of, academic misconduct may be related to mastery 
versus performance goals. While undergraduates may be more performance driven, graduate 
students are more likely to be driven by a desire to master their subjects.   
Sheard, Markham, and Dick (2003) further suggested that the causes of graduate students 
cheating are more complex than those of undergraduates and that solutions to this problem may 
be different in each population. Wada-Johnston, et al. (2001) proposed strategies similar to those 
suggested for undergraduate populations, including acknowledgement of the problem, open 
dialog concerning integrity within the academy and active support of policy by administration 
and faculty. Additionally the creation of a culture of academic integrity was found to be a viable 
strategy for facilitating academic integrity within graduate student populations.   
Graduate Students—Culture/Environment of Academic Integrity 
Researchers found that graduate students learn, both formally and informally, about 
professional ethics within their departments (Anderson, Louis & Earle, 1994). Within this 
departmental climate, they form an understanding of appropriate ethical behavior as well as an 
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awareness of those activities that are appreciated and rewarded within the academy. This 
socialization process plays an essential role in the formation of values and beliefs relating to a 
specific discipline. Researchers indicated a relationship between highly competitive departmental 
climates and increased academic dishonesty (Anderson, Louis & Earle, 1994). McCabe, 
Dukerich, and Dutton (1994) examined the affect of ethics instruction on law and MBA students. 
Data revealed no differences in the ethical decision making of MBA students who participated in 
an elective ethics course, while law students who participated in an elective ethics course showed 
a significant increase in ethical decision-making.  
Anderson, Louis, and Earle (1994) reported on doctoral students’ observations and 
reporting of academic dishonesty observed within their professors and peers. The researchers 
concluded that, though graduate students observed misconduct by their professors and peers they 
were reluctant to report these observations for a variety of reasons.   
Brown and Krager (1985) addressed the relationship between graduate students and 
faculty, examining the ethical responsibilities involved in this relationship. Looking at the faculty 
roles of mentor, curriculum planner, instructor, advisor, and researcher, Brown and Krager (1985) 
described how each of these roles fit into Kitchener’s five principles—autonomy, 
nonmaleficence, beneficence, justice, and fidelity. Brown and Krager (1985) urged institutions of 
higher education not to take the ethical education of graduate students for granted and to discuss 
professional ethics openly and explicitly. Faculty were encouraged to engage students in an 
ongoing, day-to-day dialog regarding professional ethics.   
Anderson, Louis, and Earle (1994) examined how the process of departmental and 
discipline socialization was affected by academic misconduct. Looking specifically at graduate 
students’ observations of academic misconduct by their peers and professors, Anderson, Louis, 
and Earle (1994) determined that there was a direct relationship between departmental climate 
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and overall misconduct. Findings included that the average graduate student observed academic 
misconduct by two to five peers or faculty members. Additionally, 53% of respondents reported 
that they were unable to report alleged misconduct by faculty members because of anticipated 
retaliation. Finally, data revealed that 77% of respondents felt that their departments failed to 
prepare graduate students to identify and respond to ethical issues within their disciplines 
(Anderson & Earle 1994).  
In their qualitative analysis of open-ended data, McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) 
found that graduate students resisted becoming drawn into observed cases of academic 
misconduct or monitoring other students when they believed that their professors do not care 
about the issue. Based on this finding, the researchers suggested that institutions work towards a 
culture of responsibility and integrity in which graduate students, faculty and administrators 
discuss academic integrity and professional ethics. Creating such a culture provides a forum in 
which moral socialization takes place and values and norms are established and maintained 
(McCabe, Butterfield &Trevino, 2006).  
Love and Simmons (1998) found that cheating was correlated with negative attitudes 
toward professional standards among graduate students. Their research supported awareness of 
institutional policy on academic dishonesty is associated with cheating behavior. 
Although McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) urged institutions to work towards 
building a community of academic integrity where moral socialization takes place, and values and 
norms are established and maintained, they stressed that this may be challenging in the case of 
graduate students. Because graduate students are frequently older, commuter students, and 
frequently experienced the demands of family and full-time employment, they may feel divided 
from the institutional culture (McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006).  
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Social Learning Theory 
Social learning theory, as described by Albert Bandura (1971), formed the framework of 
the present study. Traditional learning theories explained learned behavior as a result of personal 
trial and error or experience and consequence (Mook, 2004). According to Bandura’s version of 
social learning theory (1971), patterns of behavior may be learned from the observations of 
others. Students who observe or perceive their peers engaging in cheating behaviors without 
consequence may go though Bandura’s four-step processes of observational learning: (1) 
attention process, (2) retention process, (3) skill process, and (4) reinforcement (Bandura, 1973).   
During the attention stage, students may become aware of something in their 
environment. For example, students may be aware that something out of the ordinary is taking 
place during an examination or hear rumors of other students’ cheating. In the retention stage, the 
student remembers, interprets, and makes sense of what was observed. A student might realize 
that others in the class were using cell phones to text message answers during an examination, 
and were cheating, and were not caught. Through the reproduction stage, the student imitates 
those actions that he or she observed. During the next test, the student might replicate the 
cheating behaviors that he or she observed, receiving text message exam answers. Finally, during 
the reinforcement stage the student receives an environmental reinforcement that triggers 
repetition of the observed behavior. To illustrate, if students received a higher than anticipated 
grade on an exam after engaging in cheating behaviors, without negative consequences, they 
would be motivated to cheat again. 
Several authors have identified a direct correlation between perceptions of peer behavior 
regarding academic integrity and an undergraduate’s decision to engage in, or abstain from, 
academic dishonesty (Jordon, 2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Zelna & Bresciani, 2004). 
McCabe and Trevino (1993) found that perceptions of peers’ academic dishonesty were 
46 
 
positively associated with academic dishonesty. These authors suggested that the effect of 
students’ perceptions of peers on behavior might be explained by Bandura’s social learning 
theory. The strong relationship between peer behaviors upon a student’s decision to engage in 
cheating behaviors identified in this research indicated to the authors that cheating is learned from 
the observation of peer behavior. Further, authors proposed that peer behavior acts as a normative 
support for academic dishonesty. Open-ended responses from the authors research further 
supported the assumption that students’ are strongly influenced by observation and perception of 
peer behavior (McCabe & Trevino 1993).   
Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006), employed Berkowitz’s social norms theory to their 
study of student beliefs about cheating Social norms refer to average, typical or appropriate 
actions or conditions within a given social group (Prentice, 2000). Social norms have a powerful 
influence on student cultures, effecting values, choices and expectations (Upcraft & Schuh, 
1996). If students believe their peers to be engaging in academic misconduct, then academic 
misconduct becomes the “norm” by which they plan, engage in, or justify their behavior. Social 
norms may be based on misinformation or misinterpretation of observations. Hard, Conway, and 
Moran (2006) established that students consistently overestimated peer cheating.  
Jordon (2001) measured perceived social norms in relationship to student cheating. The 
author asked participants to estimate frequency of cheating behavior, specifically looking at three 
levels of peers—friends, resident hall members, and students at the institution. Jordon (2001) 
compared peer-cheating estimates of cheaters and non-cheaters. The author found that the mean 
percentage estimates of students who reported cheating were significantly higher than were those 
of students who did not report cheating. The author concluded that, not only did students who 
engaged in academic dishonesty perceive more cheating in their peers, but that the more students 
cheated, their estimate of campus cheating was higher. 
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Hutton (2006) used the social networking paradigm to examine student cheating. Looking 
at the individual and social factors that influence a student’s decision to engage in, or refrain from 
academic dishonesty, Hutton suggested that academic misconduct develops and spreads within a 
community environment due to social networks existing within that environment. Hutton (2006) 
advised that unobserved cheating may be lessened if academic integrity is promoted as the social 
norm.  
Some studies suggested that institutions must address student cheating through an 
organization-theoretic approach that reduces student academic dishonesty through a focus on 
values and best practices (Bailey, 2001; Gallant & Drinan, 2006; Melgoza & Smith, 2008; Nuss, 
1984; Sankaran & Bui, 2003). Authors theorized that institutions of higher education should 
develop not only policies, but academic integrity systems that are complex and adaptable. Such a 
system would be able to react rapidly to emerging challenges related to student academic 
dishonesty (Sankaran & Bui, 2003). By creating such an adaptive and responsive environment, a 
culture that values academic integrity is fostered. In this way, students gain a foundation of ethics 
that will serve them as they enter the professional arena. (Bailey, 2001; Gallant & Drinan, 2006; 
Melgoza & Smith, 2008; Nuss, 1984; Sankaran & Bui, 2003).  
Chapter Summary 
In summary, this chapter presented a review of relevant literature of research on 
academic integrity in higher education. Existing literature related to students’ perceptions of 
academic integrity policies and practices, observations and reporting of cheating, students’ 
engagement in cheating behaviors, and perceptions of the seriousness of academic dishonesty 
were reviewed and presented. Since the early half of the 20th century much research has been 
completed regarding academic integrity in higher education. The majority of that research has 
addressed issues related to undergraduate students and academic integrity.   
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Researchers found that policy related to academic integrity could be a strong deterrent of 
academic dishonesty. Those policies must be clear, communicated, supported, and enforced. 
Honor codes positively affect academic integrity. Classroom procedures related to academic 
integrity may also positively affect student misconduct. If professors plan assignments that 
effectively measure student learning, design fair assessments, and engage in good pedagogy 
students, will be less likely to cheat. Further, if faculty form strong relationships with students 
and engage in open, informative dialog as to expectations regarding academic integrity, students 
will form strong foundations for ethical decision making both in, and outside, of the classroom. 
Authors proposed that students’ overestimation of cheating among peers may negatively affect 
their academic conduct. Students overestimate the cheating of peers, but are reluctant to report 
friends and classmates they suspect of cheating unless they feel that this cheating will negatively 
impact their grades. Studies indicated that students and faculty often have different ideas as to 
what behaviors constitute cheating and the seriousness of those behaviors. Further, though 
students are able to identify cheating behaviors and agree that they are wrong they still engage in 
those behaviors. Males and females have different perceptions of an ethical culture and the 
benefits and costs of engaging in academic dishonesty. Program major also affects student 
propensity to engage in, or refrain from academic dishonesty. Finally, graduate students were 
found to engage in cheating behaviors at the same levels as do undergraduates.   
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the research methodology and design employed 
in this study. The chapter includes a description of the research variables, the sampling method, 
and data analysis procedures. Additionally, the chapter covers the statistical procedures used in 
the study   
The research was designed to accomplish two major purposes. First, the study was 
designed to investigate if differences existed between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies and practices, observations and 
reporting of cheating, students’ engagement in cheating behaviors, and perceptions of the 
seriousness of academic dishonesty. Second, the study was designed to establish if differences 
existed among program areas regarding graduate students’ students’ perceptions of academic 
integrity policies and practices, observations and reporting of cheating, students’ engagement in 
cheating behaviors, and perceptions of the seriousness of academic dishonesty. A further purpose 
of the study was to examine graduate students’ responses to open-ended questions regarding 
changes in support of academic integrity and the role students should play in this process.  
Research Design 
An existing data set from a survey research design was employed in this study. The 
survey design provided an appropriate means for collecting data regarding academic integrity 
variables. The data collected from the survey design allowed the researcher to apply statistical 
analysis to investigate relationships between and among variables.  
According to O’leary (2006) a survey is “information gathered by asking a range of 
individuals the same questions related to their characteristics, attributes, how they live, or their 
opinions.” (p. 152). Creswell (2003) described a survey research design as “providing a 
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quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population” (p. 153). This 
method as presented by Creswell (2003) allows the researcher to apply statistical analysis to 
investigate relationships between and among variables providing a means to test or expand a 
theory. For example, in their study of academic integrity in scientific research, the Institute of 
Medicine’s Committee on Assessing Integrity in Research Environments (2002) proposed that to 
monitor and measure an institution’s ethical climate, members’ perceptions of environmental 
factors such as values, practices, and institutional support may be accessed through the means of 
surveys, interviews, or focus groups. The U.S. Office of Government Ethics used a survey 
research design to assess the ethical climate of the executive branch of the government as have 
multiple business organizations (Institute of Medicine’s Committee on Assessing Integrity in 
Research Environments, 2002) 
McCabe, Butterfield, and Trevino (2006) employed a survey research design in their 
study of the prevalence, causes and proposed actions regarding academic dishonesty in graduate 
business programs. The Association of American Colleges and Universities made use of a survey 
research design in their study regarding the perceptions of student, student–life professionals, 
faculty, and administrators related to quality of academic integrity education and preparation on 
their campus (Dey, 2008). 
Research Questions 
Twelve research questions were used to explore if differences existed between females 
and males and program areas of graduate students regarding their perceptions of observations and 
practices of academic integrity. The 12 research questions were as follows.  
1. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity policies? 
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2. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity policies? 
3. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity practices? 
4. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions 
of academic integrity practices? 
5. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their observations 
of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
6. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their observations 
of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
7. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their engagement 
in cheating behaviors? 
8. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their engagement 
in cheating behaviors? 
9. Are there differences between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions 
of the seriousness of cheating? 
10. Are there differences among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions 
of the seriousness of cheating? 
11. What specific changes do graduate students suggest in support of academic integrity? 
12. What do graduate students suggest regarding their role in the process of supporting academic 
integrity? 
Research Hypotheses 
Null hypotheses were developed to clearly enumerate predictions the researcher held 
about the relationship among the variables in the study. Hypotheses were based upon previous 
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research concerning the behaviors and perceptions of undergraduates regarding academic 
integrity. 
H01: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
 
H02: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
 
H03: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
 
H04: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
 
H05: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
 
H06: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
 
H07: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
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H08: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
 
H09: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
 
H010
Dependent Variables 
: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
 
The perceptions of and observations by graduate students regarding academic integrity 
was the dependent variable in the study. These dependent variables were measured through 
assessing the following indicators: graduate students’ perceptions of academic integrity policies, 
graduate students’ perceptions of academic integrity practices, graduate students’ observations of 
cheating behaviors, graduate students’ reporting of cheating behaviors, graduate students’ 
engagement in cheating behaviors, and graduate students’ perceptions of seriousness of cheating 
behaviors  
Independent Variables 
Two demographic responses were chosen as independent variables in this study. These 
independent variables were among those frequently presented in research concerning the 
perceptions and observations of undergraduates in relationship to academic integrity. Gender and 
program major were identified as the independent variables in the study.   
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Program major is characterized as a students’ major or primary area of study; those areas 
within which the masters or PhD student receives a degree. Program majors surveyed included 
the following areas: arts, engineering, agriculture, veterinary science, business, communications, 
education, law, nursing, pharmacy, science, graduate studies, arts and science, humanities, 
math/science/computer science, architecture, dentistry, social work, social science, health 
professions, other, undecided, human sciences, visual arts and dance, management, engineering 
and science, aerospace, marine sciences, medicine, information systems, biomedical sciences, 
public health studies, arts and humanities, mental health, software engineering, and data analysis 
procedures. For the purpose of analysis, the program majors listed above were grouped according 
to the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education classification of colleges and universities 
graduate instructional program (See Appendix A). Resulting Carnegie classification groupings 
were: business, education, humanities, medical education, social sciences, science, technology, 
engineering and math (STEM), and all other. 
Data Collection 
Data were collected at eight participating colleges and universities in the United States 
during the 2005–2006 and 2006–2007 academic years. All schools included in the study had one 
or more masters, PhD or professional graduate programs including programs in business, 
humanities, education, medical education, law, social science, science, technology, engineering, 
and math. Since the survey procedures were controlled by participating institutions, rather than by 
the researcher, response rates could only be estimated. Some participating institutions surveyed 
all their students while others used a random sample of students. Permission was granted by The 
Center for Academic Integrity to the researcher to use the existing dataset.   
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Instrumentation 
An existing data set collected by colleges and universities using The Academic Integrity 
Assessment Guide, and Student Academic Integrity Survey, was used for this study. The Center 
for Academic Integrity at Duke University developed The Academic Integrity Assessment Guide 
with support from the John Templeton Foundation. The Academic Integrity Assessment Guide 
and Student Academic Integrity Survey were based on feedback from twelve campuses from 
throughout the United States who contributed knowledge and experience to the guide (Center for 
Academic Integrity, 2008).   
The Academic Assessment Guide allows an institution to examine existing academic 
integrity policies and programs, evaluate campus culture regarding academic integrity including 
faculty and student attitudes and conduct, recognize policy and programs that require attention, 
create a strategic plan for addressing and improving academic honesty standards and to improve 
knowledge and understanding of issues surrounding academic integrity among all members of the 
campus community. The Academic Integrity Assessment Guide is available to any organization at 
a charge. The Academic Integrity Assessment Guide includes access to an electronic version of 
the Academic Integrity Survey (See Appendix B). The Center for Academic Integrity compiles 
survey data, provides confidential, customized reports and provides participating institutions with 
comparative national norms (Center for Academic Integrity, 2008). 
The following specific items were selected from the survey for this study. 
Items 1-6: Academic Integrity Policies  
A 5-point Likert scale (1=very low, 2=low, 3=medium, 4=high, 5=very high) was used 
for respondents to enter their choice. 
Please tell us about the academic environment at _________ by circling the appropriate 
number for each question. 
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1. The severity of penalties for cheating at _______?    
2. The average student's understanding of campus policies concerning student cheating?  
3. The faculty's understanding of these policies?    
4. Student support of these policies?  
5. Faculty support of these policies?  
6. The effectiveness of these policies?   
Item 7-13: Academic Integrity Practices. A 4-point Likert scale (1=disagree strongly, 2= 
disagree, 3-not sure, 4=agree, 5-agree strongly) was used for respondents to enter their choice. 
7. The investigation of suspected incidents of cheating is fair and impartial at my 
school.  
8. Faculty members are vigilant in discovering and reporting suspected cases of 
academic dishonesty.  
9. Faculty members change exams and assignments on a regular basis.        
10. The amount of course work I’m expected to complete is reasonable for my year level 
and program. 
11. The degree of difficulty in my exams and assignments is appropriate for my year.  
12. The types of assessment used in my courses are effective at evaluating my level of 
understanding of course concepts.   
13. The types of assessment used in my courses are effective at helping me learn course 
concepts.  
Item 14: Observations of Cheating Behaviors and Reporting of Cheating Behaviors 
A 5-point Likert scale (1=never, 2=once, 3=a few times, 4=several times, 5=many times) 
was used for respondents to enter their choice. 
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14. How often, if ever, have you seen another student cheat during a test or examination 
at _______? 
Item 15: Observations of Cheating Behaviors and Reporting of Cheating Behaviors. A 5-
point Likert scale (1=disagree strongly, 2= disagree, 3-not sure, 4=agree, 5-agree strongly) was 
used for respondents to enter their choice. 
15. Students should be held responsible for monitoring the academic integrity of other 
students. 
Item 16-18: Observations of Cheating Behaviors and Reporting of Cheating Behaviors. A 
4-point Likert scale (1=very unlikely, 2= unlikely, 3-likely, 4=very likely) was used for 
respondents to enter their choice. 
16. You would report an incident of cheating that you observed?    
17. The typical student at ________ would report such violations?  
18. A student would report a close friend?   
Items 19-38: Engagement in Cheating Behaviors  
A 4-point Likert scale (1=never, 2=once, 3=more than once, and 4= not relevant) was 
used for participation in 26 behaviors characterized as cheating. 
This section asks you some questions about specific behaviors that some people might 
consider cheating.   
19. Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography. 
20. Working on an assignment with others (in person) when the instructor asked for 
individual work. 
21. Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken a test. 
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22. In a course requiring computer work, copying another student's program rather than 
writing your own. 
23. Helping someone else cheat on a test. 
24. Fabricating or falsifying lab data. 
25. Fabricating or falsifying research data. 
26. Copying from another student during a test with his or her knowledge. 
27. Copying from another student during a test or examination without his or her 
knowledge 
28. Using digital technology (such as text messaging) to get unpermitted help from 
someone during a test or examination. 
29. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book, magazine, or journal (not 
electronic or Web-based) without footnoting them in a paper you submitted. 
30. Turning in a paper from a "paper mill" (a paper written and previously submitted by 
another student) and claiming it as your own work. 
31. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of material from an electronic source - e.g., 
the Internet - without footnoting them in a paper you submitted. 
32. Using unpermitted handwritten crib notes (or cheat sheets) during a test or exam. 
33. Using electronic crib notes (stored in PDA, phone, or calculator) to cheat on a test or 
exam. 
34. Copying material, almost word for word, from any written source and turning it in as 
your own work. 
35. Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another student’s paper, whether or 
not the student is currently taking the same course. 
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36. Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension on a due date or delay taking an 
exam.  
37. Turning in work done by someone else. 
38. Cheating on a test in any other way.  
Items 39-58: Please mark how serious you think each type of behavior is. 
A 4-point Likert scale (1=not cheating, 2=moderate cheating, 3=trivial cheating, and 4= 
serious cheating) was used for indicating the seriousness of 26 behaviors characterized as 
cheating. 
39. Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography. 
40. Working on an assignment with others (in person) when the instructor asked for 
individual work. 
41. Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken a test. 
42. In a course requiring computer work, copying another student's program rather than 
writing your own. 
43. Helping someone else cheat on a test. 
44. Fabricating or falsifying lab data. 
45. Fabricating or falsifying research data. 
46. Copying from another student during a test with his or her knowledge. 
47. Copying from another student during a test or examination without his or her 
knowledge 
48. Using digital technology (such as text messaging) to get unpermitted help from 
someone during a test or examination. 
49. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book, magazine, or journal (not 
electronic or Web-based) without footnoting them in a paper you submitted. 
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50. Turning in a paper from a "paper mill" (a paper written and previously submitted by 
another student) and claiming it as your own work. 
51. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of material from an electronic source - e.g., 
the Internet - without footnoting them in a paper you submitted. 
52. Using unpermitted handwritten crib notes (or cheat sheets) during a test or exam. 
53. Using electronic crib notes (stored in PDA, phone, or calculator) to cheat on a test or 
exam. 
54. Copying material, almost word for word, from any written source and turning it in as 
your own work. 
55. Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another student’s paper, whether or 
not the student is currently taking the same course. 
56. Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension on a due date or delay taking an 
exam.  
57. Turning in work done by someone else. 
58. Cheating on a test in any other way.  
Item 47: Seriousness of Cheating. A 5-point Likert scale (1=disagree strongly, 2= 
disagree, 3-not sure, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly) was used for respondents to enter their choice. 
59. Cheating is a serious problem at my school  
Item 60-61: Demographic Information. 
Students entered their choices. 
60. Gender       
61. What is your primary major? 
Items 62-63: The following open-ended questions were used to collect the data:  
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62. What specific changes would you like to see (your institution) make in support of 
academic integrity?  What role should students play in this process? 
63. Please use this space for any comments you care to make, or if there is anything else 
you would like to tell us about the topic of cheating. 
Strategies Used to Confirm Validity and Reliability 
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha statistic was employed to supply a reliability estimate for 
the survey instrument. Cronbach’s Alpha verifies the consistency of a multiple item scale. 
Cronbach’s Alpha is frequently used in social science research, and is useful in that it measures 
reliability with only one survey administration (Rubio, 2005)). The results of Cronbach 
Coefficient Alpha on the survey items used in the study are presented in Table 1.  
 
Table 1 
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha, Test of Reliability 
 
Construct           Number of Items  Cronbach's Alpha 
Perceptions of Academic Integrity Policy  6      0.90 
Perceptions of Academic Integrity Practices  7      0.78 
Engagement in Cheating Behaviors    20      0.82 
Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors    21      0.93 
Observation and Reporting of Cheating   3      0.67 
 
Results from the Cronbach Coefficient Alpha showed the following scores. A score of 
.90 was calculated for the six survey items relating to graduate students’ perception of academic 
integrity policy. A score of .78 was calculated for the seven items relating to graduate students’ 
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perception of academic integrity practice. A score of .82 was calculated for the twenty items 
relating to graduate student engagement in cheating behaviors. A score of .93 was calculated for 
the twenty items relating to graduate students’ perceptions of the seriousness of cheating 
behaviors combined with an item relating to cheating as a serious problem. A score of .67 was 
calculated for three items relating to observation and reporting of cheating incidents. Two 
additional survey items relating to observation and reporting of cheating incidents were analyzed 
independently. The demographic variables used for analysis in this study were not evaluated 
using Cronbach’s Alpha. A score of .70 or higher is preferred to ensure reliability of a survey 
instrument (Vogt, 2005). The scores for this study indicated that items within each construct are 
internally consistent and interrelated. Therefore, performance of individual survey items can 
predict how remaining items within the construct will perform (Kempf-Leonard, 2005). 
Creswell (2003) advises triangulating various sources of data to aid in establishing 
reliability. For this study, quantitative findings were triangulated with qualitative themes.  
Participants 
A total of 3,467 graduate students from 8 institutions responded to the survey. Table 2 
provides a display of the respondents by gender. Out of the 3,467 respondents, 1,837 were female 
and 1,122 were male. No response was given by 508 students to the question pertaining to 
gender.   
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Table 2 
Participants by Gender 
 
Gender      n    % 
Female      1,837   52.99 
Male      1,122   32.36 
No response    508    14.65 
Total respondents   3,467   100.00 
 
Graduate students from over thirty different program majors participated in this study, 
For the purpose of analysis, program majors were grouped according to the Carnegie Commission 
on Higher Education classification of colleges and universities graduate instructional program 
(See Appendix A) 
Table 3 
Participants by Carnegie Classification Program Major  
 
Program Major    n    % 
Business     582    16.89% 
Education     410    11.90% 
Humanities     543    15.76% 
Medical Education   487    14.13% 
Social Sciences    165    4.79% 
STEM      446    12.94% 
All Other     756    21.94% 
Total respondents   3,389   100.00 
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Data Analysis Procedures 
 The data set received from The Center for Academic Integrity was examined and coded 
as appropriate for planned analysis. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software 
was used to analyze the quantitative data from The Academic Integrity Survey. Descriptive data, 
including means, frequencies, and standard deviations, were computed for the quantitative survey 
items. A t test was used to test the hypothesis for gender and dependent variables. A t-test is a 
comparison of independent sample means that allows the null hypothesis to be tested to determine 
if it should be accepted or rejected (Kempf-Leonard, 2005). A one-way Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) and Tukey’s-B procedure, as appropriate, were used to describe and test the null 
hypotheses concerning the differences between program majors and dependent variables. A one-
way ANOVA allows two or more group mean scores to be measures for statistical significance. 
ANOVA reveals if statistical significant exists between groups but does not identify which 
groups are statistically significant. (Vogt, 2005). Tukey’s-B post hoc analysis procedure builds 
upon ANOVA, identifying which group means are significantly different from each other (Vogt, 
2005).   
Nvivo8 was used to analyze open-ended survey data. Emerging themes were identified 
using Creswell’s (2003) recommended procedures for qualitative data analysis. Systematically, 
open-ended responses were examined and grouped according to topic. Employing Nvivo8 tree 
nodes and free nodes, methods of defining relationships and emerging themes, responses were 
further grouped and categorized. Evaluating the data a third time, emerging themes were 
identified and connections between nodes were identified. Themes and connections were then 
examined again in context and then in relationship to broader research questions.    
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Ethical Issues 
In discussing the ethics of research Creswell (2003) urged the structure of the research be 
in a way that it may benefit those involved in the study. Academic dishonesty is an emotionally 
charged issue, and admitting to such acts could be potentially detrimental to the education, career, 
and future of the student involved. Creswell (2003) cited the handling of data to protect the 
privacy of the participants as an important ethical concern. Because academic dishonesty findings 
could be damaging to the reputation of the institution involved, anonymity of institutions and 
individuals was crucial. The data set used in this study was anonymous, and unlinked to specific 
institutions of higher education, thus such ethical risks were minimal.  
Additional ethical concerns noted by Creswell (2003) were ensuring that data will not be 
misused in the future and clarifying the ownership of the data. The institutions administering the 
survey had rights to this data, as did Dr. Don McCabe, author of the survey. Dr. McCabe allowed 
the researcher access to the limited, anonymous data sets for the purpose of this study. In addition 
to being approved by the Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) of the individual institutions, the 
research study was be approved by the IRB of Clemson University (See Appendix B).  
Finally, according to Creswell (2003), qualitative research is interpretative research, with 
the inquirer typically involved in a sustained and intensive experience with participants. The 
present study applied qualitative analysis methods to previously collected, open-ended survey 
responses. As a result, the researcher was separated from her participants.   
Summary 
This chapter provided a detailed overview of the research procedures used in this study. 
The research questions and hypotheses were presented and the dependent and independent 
variables were established. The method of data collection and the instrument used were 
described. Strategies for establishing validity and reliability for the study were outlined and were 
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documented with Cronbach Alpha Coefficients. Finally, a description of the quantitative and 
qualitative analysis procedures employed in the study were provided. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Chapter four reports the results of quantitative analysis used to establish if differences 
existed between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions of academic 
integrity policies and practices, observations and reporting of cheating, engagement in cheating 
behaviors, and perceptions of the seriousness of academic dishonesty. Additionally, the chapter 
presents analysis of the data used to determine if differences existed among program areas, 
regarding graduate students’ perceptions of academic integrity policies and practices, 
observations and reporting of cheating, engagement in cheating behaviors, and perceptions of the 
seriousness of academic dishonesty. Finally, this chapter reports the results of qualitative analysis 
used to examine graduate students’ responses to open-ended questions regarding changes in 
support of academic integrity and the role students should play in this process.  
Quantitative Analysis 
Academic Integrity Policies-Gender 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Academic Integrity Policies. 
Research question 1: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies? 
H01
Table 4 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the six items 
included in the area of Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity Policies as they relate to 
gender. For the six questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a Likert 
: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
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scale from 1, indicating “very low” to 5, indicating “very high” concerning academic integrity 
policies at their institution. 
Table 4 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity 
Policies by Gender 
 
       Female       Male
 
  The findings presented in Table 4 indicated that all means for the area of 
Academic Integrity Policies for females and males were at or above M = 3.00 indicating that both 
females and males perceived academic integrity policies as medium (3) to high (4). In addition, 
the findings indicated that the highest mean was for females regarding their perception of 
faculty’s understanding of policies, M = 3.91. The lowest mean (M = 3.00) was for males 
regarding their understanding of campus policies related to academic integrity.  
     
Item No    M   SD     M   SD 
1      3.45  1.00    3.58  0.99 
2      3.00  1.03    3.09  1.11     
3      3.78  0.93     3.91  0.93     
4      3.12  1.00    3.23  1.01     
5      3.72  1.00    3.84  0.98     
6      3.13  1.08    3.25  1.08     
Total Mean    20.22  4.85    20.90  5.06     
Table 5 presents the results from a t test analysis calculated to determine the answers to 
Research Question 1 and H0 1. A total mean was calculated for the construct by gender and a t test 
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was performed to establish if a significant difference existed between male and females regarding 
their perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
Table 5 
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’ Perceptions Regarding 
Academic Integrity Policies 
 
    Mean    SD    t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Female     20.90    5.06   3.47  0.001* 
Male     20.22    4.85   
*p < .05 
  The total mean score for females for the six items related to academic integrity policies 
was 20.90, slightly higher than for males. For males, the total mean score was 20.22. The data 
showed that there was a significant difference between females and males relating to their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies at the p < .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected.  
Academic Integrity Policies-Program Major 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for academic integrity policies. 
Research Question 2 Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies? 
H02: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
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Table 6 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the 6 items included 
in the area of Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity Policies as they relate to individual 
program majors. For questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a 
Likert scale from 1, indicating “very low” to 5, indicating “very high” concerning academic 
integrity policies at their institution. 
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Table 6 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ by Program Perceptions of 
Academic Integrity Policies 
  
    Bus  Edu  Hum  Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
1    3.59  3.62  3.44  3.55  3.56  3.33  3.56 
    1.03  1.02  1.06  0.93  0.86  1.01  0.97 
 
2    3.27  3.01  2.91  3.12  3.03  2.92  3.00 
    1.07  1.15  1.09  1.06  1.03  1.05  1.08 
 
3    3.95  3.86  3.86  3.85  3.95  3.64  3.89 
    0.91  0.95  0.94  0.93  0.81  0.97  0.95 
 
4    3.29  3.27  3.05  3.20  3.24  2.98  3.17 
    1.04  1.00  0.98  0.96  0.98  1.05  0.99 
 
5    3.82  3.88  3.76  3.78  3.88  3.52  3.88 
    1.02  0.98  0.99  0.96  0.91  1.02  0.95  
  
6    3.25  3.34  3.08  3.16  3.24  2.95  3.24 
    1.15  1.07  1.06  1.06  1.04  1.08  1.06 
 
Group Total 21.19  21.04  20.11  20.64  20.94  19.36  20.75 
All Oth 
    M   M   M   M   M   M   M 
    5.13  5.14  5.01  4.75  4.54  4.99  4.86 
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The findings presented in Table 6 indicated that most means for the area of Academic 
Integrity Policies for program majors were at or above M = 3.00 suggesting that participants in all 
program majors perceived academic integrity policies as medium (3) to high (4). Exceptions 
included humanities (M = 2.91) and STEM (M = 2.92) in response to a question concerning the 
average student’s understanding of campus policies concerning student cheating, and STEM (M 
= 2.95) in response to a question regarding the effectiveness of campus policies concerning 
student cheating.  
Table 7 presents the results from an ANOVA analysis calculated to determine the 
answers to Research Question 2 and H02
Table 7 
. A total mean was calculated for each program for the 
construct, academic integrity policies, and an ANOVA was performed to determine if significant 
differences existed between program majors regarding their perceptions of academic integrity 
policies. 
ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Perceptions Regarding Academic Integrity 
Policies by Program Major 
 
      SS    df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups    1,055.57  6   175.93  7.16  0.00* 
Within Groups     77388.74  3,150  24.57  
*p < .05 
Results of the ANOVA indicated that at least one pair of means within the construct 
Academic Integrity Policies was significantly different from one another. Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
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analysis procedure was applied to determine which program majors were significantly different 
from one another. Table 8 displays these results. 
Table 8  
Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Academic Integrity 
Policies 
 
Program Major       M     SD 
STEM         19.36a,b,c,d,e   4.99 
Humanities        20.11f    5.01 
Medical Education      20.65a    4.74 
All Other        20.76b    4.86 
Social Sciences       20.95c    4.54 
Education        21.05d    
Business        21.19
5.14 
e,f    
The total mean score for STEM program major participants for the six items related to 
academic integrity policies was 19.36. The total mean score for STEM was not significantly 
different from the next lowest score, humanities (M = 20.11). However, the total mean score for 
STEM was significantly different from additional program majors scores which ranged from M = 
20.65 to M = 21.19. Additionally, the next lowest mean score, humanities (M = 20.11) was 
5.13 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p< .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
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significantly lower than the highest mean score, business (M = 21.19). The data show that there 
was a significant difference between program majors relating to their perceptions of academic 
integrity policies at the p <.05 level, therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
Academic Integrity Practice-Gender 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Academic Integrity Practice. 
Research Question 3 Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practices? 
H03: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
Table 9 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the seven items 
included in the area of Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity Practices as they relate to 
gender. For questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a Likert scale 
from 1, indicating “disagree strongly” to 5, indicating “agree strongly” concerning their 
perception of academic integrity practices. 
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Table 9 
Means and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity 
Practice by Gender  
             
Female      Male
Item No.         M   SD    M   SD 
7           3.17  0.66   3.18  0.73 
8           3.28  0.92   3.26  0.99 
9           3.32  0.99   3.31  1.07 
10           4.02  0.85   3.97  0.87 
11           4.05  0.80   3.97  0.85 
12           3.89  0.90   3.77  0.95 
13           3.92  0.88   3.75  0.97 
Total Mean         25.72  3.87   25.23  4.29 
  
 
The findings presented in Table 9 indicated that all means for the area of Academic 
Integrity Practice relating to males and females were above M = 3.00, suggesting that both 
females and males perceived academic integrity practice as close to “agree” (4). In addition, the 
findings indicated that the highest mean was for females regarding their perception of the 
appropriateness of the degree of difficulty in their program, M = 4.05. The lowest mean (M = 
3.17) was for females regarding the investigation of cheating.  
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Table 10 presents the results from a t test analysis calculated to determine the answers to 
Research Question 3 and H03
Table 10 
. A total mean was calculated for the construct by gender and a t test 
was performed to determine if a significant difference existed between males and females 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practice. 
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’ Perceptions Regarding 
Academic Integrity Practices 
 
         Mean   SD   t  Sig. (2-tailed) 
Female        25.73   3.88  2.66  0.008* 
Male        25.24   4.30  
*p < .05 
The total mean score for females for the seven items related to academic integrity policies 
was 25.73, slightly higher than for males. For males, the total mean score was 25.24. The data 
showed that there was a significant difference between females and males relating to their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies at the p<.05 level, therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected.  
Academic Integrity Practice-Program Major 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for academic integrity practice. 
Research Question 4 Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practices? 
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H04: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
Tables 11 provide a display of the means and standard deviations for the 6 items included 
in the area of Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity Policies as they relate to individual 
program majors. For questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a 
Likert scale from 1, indicating “very low” to 5, indicating “very high” concerning their perception 
of academic integrity practices. 
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Table 11 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity 
Practice by Program Major 
 
    Bus  Edu  Hum  Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
7    3.11  3.20  3.14  3.17  3.18  3.23  3.16 
    0.7   0.57  0.69  0.74  0.56  0.78  0.66 
 
8    3.26  3.22  3.31  3.26  3.18  3.18  3.26 
    0.99  0.81  0.94  0.99  0.88  1.05  0.95 
 
9    3.44  3.19  3.32  3.18  3.37  3.29  3.26 
    1.03  0.94  1.00  1.12  0.95  1.15  1.00 
 
10    3.96  3.99  4.09  3.90  3.90  3.90  4.00 
    0.84  0.93  0.78  0.94  0.89  0.96  0.86 
 
11    3.97  4.05  4.11  3.92  4.02  3.91  4.04 
    0.81  0.83  0.79  0.87  0.72  0.92  0.80 
 
12    3.74  3.97  3.94  3.73  3.81  3.66  3.73 
    0.91  0.91  0.88  1.00  0.92  1.03  1.03  
  
13    3.76  3.96  3.95  3.75  3.79  3.69  3.79 
    0.89  0.94  0.88  0.98  0.93  1.04  0.99 
 
All Oth 
    M   M   M   M   M   M   M 
Group Total 25.33  25.62  25.85  25.12  25.32  24.78  25.13 
    4.00  3.96  3.82  4.37  3.76  4.86  4.21 
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The findings presented in Table 11 indicated that all means for the area of Academic 
Integrity Practice relating to program major were above M = 3.00, suggesting that program major 
participants perceived academic integrity practice as closer to agree (4). In addition, the findings 
indicated that the highest mean (M = 4.11) was for humanities program majors regarding their 
perception of the appropriateness of the degree of difficulty in their program. The lowest mean 
(M = 3.11) was for business program majors regarding the investigation of cheating.  
Table 12 presents the results from an ANOVA analysis calculated to determine the 
answers to Research Question 4 and H04
Table 12 
. A total mean was calculated for the construct, and an 
ANOVA was performed to determine if significant difference existed among the program areas 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practice. 
ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Perceptions Regarding Academic Integrity 
Practices by Program Major  
     
SS    df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups    267.07   6   44.51  2.59  0.017* 
Within Groups     44,284.83  2,577  17.18  
 
*p < .05 
Results of the ANOVA indicated that at least one pair of means within the construct 
Academic Integrity Practice was significantly different from one another. Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis procedure was applied to determine which program majors were significantly different 
from one another. Table 13 displays these results. 
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Table 13 
Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Academic Integrity 
Practices 
 
Program Major      M    SD 
STEM        24.79a   
Humanities       25.85
4.86 
Medical Education     25.12   4.37 
All other       25.14   4.21 
Social Sciences      25.32   3.76 
Business       25.34   4.00 
Education       25.62   3.96 
a   3.82 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p< .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
Tukey’s-B post hoc data is presented in Table 13. The total mean score for STEM 
program major participants for the seven items related to academic integrity practice was M = 
24.79. The total mean score for STEM was significantly different from humanities program 
majors scores (M =  25.85). In response to the research question, the data showed that there was a 
significant difference between program majors relating to their perceptions of academic integrity 
policies at p <.05, therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
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Observation of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating Incidents-Gender 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Observation of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating 
Incidents. 
Research Question 5 Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
H05: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
Table 14 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the three areas 
included in the area of Students’ Observation of Cheating, Monitoring of Cheating, and Reporting 
of Cheating Incidents as they relate to gender. Participants were asked to respond to the question, 
“How often, if ever, have you seen another student cheat during a test or examination at (your 
institution)?” (Observation) on a Likert scale from 1, indicating “never” to 5, indicating “many 
times.” Additionally, participants were asked to respond to the question “Students should be held 
responsible for monitoring the academic integrity of other students” (Monitoring) on a Likert 
scale from 1, indicating “disagree strongly” to 5, indicating “agree strongly.” Finally for 
questions pertaining to reporting of cheating behaviors (Reporting) participants were asked to 
respond on a Likert scale from 1, indicating “very unlikely” to 4, indicating “very likely.”  
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Table 14 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Observation of Cheating by 
Gender  
 
          Female     Male
         M  SD    M  SD 
Seen another student cheat     1.70 1.09   1.82 1.22 
  
 
The findings presented in Table 14 indicated mean response to the question relating to 
observation of cheating were closer to M = 2.00 suggesting that both males and females have 
observed cheating once (2).  
For the next question (Table 15) mean responses were, 2.90 for females and 2.96 for 
males indicating that both male and female graduate students agree with the statement students 
should monitor the academic integrity of their peers. 
Table 15 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Monitoring Cheating by Gender  
 
         Female     Male
         M  SD    M  SD 
  
Students should monitor     2.90 1.14   2.96 1.23 
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For questions relating to the reporting of cheating by gender, presented in Table 16, the 
lowest mean (M = 1.36) was for both males and females and pertains to students reporting friends 
for cheating. The highest mean (M = 2.51) was for females in response to you would report an 
incident of cheating? 
Table 16 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Reporting of Cheating by Gender  
 
         Female     Male
        M  SD    M  SD 
You would report      2.51 0.88   2.47 0.92 
A typical student would report   2.04 0.65   2.07 0.73 
A student would report a friend   1.36 0.63   1.36 0.67   
Total Mean        5.90 1.67   5.90 1.84 
  
 
Tables 17-19 present the results from independent sample t test analysis calculated to 
determine the answers to research question 5 and H05. Table 16 presents findings from a t test 
performed on the survey item related to Observation of Cheating Incidents to determine if 
significant difference existed between males and females related to observation of cheating.  
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Table 17 
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’ Observation of Cheating by 
Gender  
 
Item          Mean  SD   t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Seen another student cheat  Female  1.70  1.09  -2.86  .004* 
      Male  1.82  1.22  
*p < .05 
The mean score for males on the item related to observation of cheating was 1.82, higher 
than the mean score for females. The mean score for females was 1.70 indicating that females 
reported observing fewer incidents of cheating than did males. The data show that there was a 
significant difference between females and males relating to observation of cheating at the p < .05 
level.  
Table 18 presents findings from a t test performed on the survey item related to Student 
Responsibility for Monitoring Academic Integrity to determine if significant difference existed 
between males and females related to perceptions of responsibility for monitoring academic 
integrity.  
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Table 18 
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’ Monitoring Peer Cheating by 
Gender  
 
Item          Mean  SD   t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Students should monitor  Female  2.90  1.14  -1.44  .148 
academic integrity    Male  2.96  1.23  
 
The mean score for males on the item related to monitoring of peer cheating (Table 18) 
was 2.96, slightly higher than the mean score for females. The mean score for females was 2.90 
indicating that females agreed less strongly with the statement students should be held 
responsible for monitoring the academic integrity of other students than did males. The data show 
that there was no significant difference between females and males relating to monitoring of 
cheating at the p < .05 level. 
 SPSS was used to compute variables for the three survey items within the construct 
Reporting of Cheating Incidents. Total means were calculated for these items and a t test was 
performed to determine if significant differences existed between males and females reporting of 
cheating incidents. These findings are presented in Table 19. 
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Table 19 
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’ Reporting of Cheating by 
Gender 
 
Item         Mean  SD   t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Reporting cheating   Female  5.91  1.68  0.075  .940 
       Male  5.90  1.84  
*p < .05 
The group mean score for males on the item related to reporting of cheating (Table 19) 
was 5.90, slightly lower than the mean score for females. The group mean score for females was 
5.91 indicating that males and females feel similarly regarding the reporting of cheating. The data 
show that there was no significant difference between females and males relating to the reporting 
of cheating at the p < .05 level. 
Though there was no significant difference identified between males and females relating 
to monitoring peer cheating (Table 18) or the reporting of cheating (Table 19), there was 
significant difference at the p < .05 level concerning observation of cheating (Table 17). Because 
the data indicated that there was a significant difference between females and males relating to 
one item within the construct Observation of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating Incidents, the 
null hypothesis was rejected.  
Observation of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating Incidents-Program Major 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Observation of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating 
Incidents. 
Research Question 6 Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
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H06
Table 20 
: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
Table 20-22 provide a display of the means and standard deviations for the three areas 
included in the area of Students’ Observation of Cheating, Monitoring of Cheating, and Reporting 
of Cheating Incidents as they relate to program majors. Participants were asked to respond to the 
question, “How often, if ever, have you seen another student cheat during a test or examination at 
(your institution)?” (Observation) on a Likert scale from 1, indicating “never” to 5, indicating 
“many times.” Additionally, participants were asked to respond to the question “Students should 
be held responsible for monitoring the academic integrity of other students” (Monitoring) on a 
Likert scale from 1, indicating “disagree strongly” to 5, indicating “agree strongly.” Finally for 
questions pertaining to reporting of cheating behaviors (Reporting) participants were asked to 
respond on a Likert scale from 1, indicating “very unlikely” to 4, indicating “very likely.”  
Table 20 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the survey item 
Students’ Observation of Cheating as it relates to program majors.  
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Observation of Cheating  
 
     Bus Edu Hum Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item    SD  SD  SD  SD   SD   SD   SD  
14     1.80 1.48 1.85 1.89  1.55  2.03  1.66 
All Oth 
     M  M  M  M   M   M   M 
     1.19 0.90 1.22 1.21  0.98  1.3   1.07 
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The findings presented in Table 20 indicated the highest mean for observation of cheating 
was for STEM (M = 2.03) program major participants. The lowest mean for observation of 
cheating was for education (M = 1.48) program major participants. 
Table 21 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the survey item 
Monitoring of Cheating as it relates to program majors. 
 
Table 21 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Monitoring of Peer Cheating  
 
     Bus Edu Hum  Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item    SD  SD  SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
15     2.90 2.90 2.81  3.04  2.72  2.92  2.96 
All Oth 
     M  M  M   M   M   M   M 
     1.17 1.13 1.18  1.13  1.20  1.28  1.16 
 
Findings presented in Table 21 show the highest mean score relating to the monitoring of 
peer cheating was for medical education participants (M = 3.04). The lowest mean score (M = 
2.81) was for social science program major participants. 
Table 22 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the three items 
included in the area of Reporting of Cheating Incidents as they relate to program majors. 
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Table 22 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’ Reporting of Cheating  
 
     Bus Edu Hum  Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item    SD  SD  SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
16     2.32 2.47 2.64  2.45  2.45  2.47  2.49 
     0.90 0.89 0.91  0.85  0.87  0.90  0.87 
 
17     2.08 2.01 1.98  2.00  2.00  2.08  2.04 
     0.73 0.65 0.66  0.62  0.59  0.74  0.69 
 
18     1.36 1.34  1.31 1.34  1.33  1.41  1.34 
     0.63 0.63  0.60 0.61  0.64  0.75  0.61 
 
Group Total  5.78 5.82  5.93 5.78  5.78  5.95  5.87 
All Oth 
     M  M  M   M   M   M   M 
     1.82 1.73  1.64 1.98  1.56  1.85  1.70 
For questions relating to the reporting of cheating by program major (Table 22) the 
lowest mean (M = 1.31) was for humanities program majors and pertains to students reporting 
friends for cheating. The highest mean (M = 2.64) was also for humanities participants in 
response to I would report an incident of cheating. 
ANOVA analyses were calculated to determine the answers to Research Question 6 and 
H06. Table 23presents an ANOVA performed on the survey item related to Observation of 
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Cheating Incidents to determine if significant difference existed between program majors related 
to observation of cheating.  
Table 23 
ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Program Majors, Observation of Cheating 
 
       SS   df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups   93.64  6   15.607  11.88  .000* 
Within Groups    4391.28 3,343  1.314  
*p < .05 
Table 23 presents the results of ANOVA indicating that at least one pair of means 
between program majors related to observations of cheating was significantly different from one 
another. Tukey’s-B post-hoc analysis procedure was applied to determine which program majors 
were significantly different from one another. Table 24 displays these results. 
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Table 24 
Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Observation of 
Cheating 
 
Program Major       M     SD 
Education        1.48a,b,c,d   .904   
Social Sciences       1.55e,f,g,h   .978   
All Others        1.66i,j    1.07 
Business        1.80a,e,k    1.19  
Humanities        1.85b,f    1.21   
Medical Education      1.89c,g,i    1.20 
STEM         2.03d,h,j,k   
Table 24 displays results of Tukey’s-B post-hoc analysis procedure related to 
observations of cheating. Significant difference was revealed between the lowest mean, education 
(M = 1.48) and business (M = 1.80), education (M = 1.48) and humanities (M 1.85), education 
(M = 1.48) and medical education (M = 1.89) and education (M = 1.48) and STEM (M = 2.03). 
Further, significant difference was revealed between social sciences (M = 1.55) and business (M 
= 1.80), social sciences (M = 1.55) and humanities (M 1.85), social sciences (M = 1.55) and 
medical education (M = 1.89) and social sciences (M = 1.55) and STEM (M = 2.03). 
Additionally, significant difference was revealed between all other program majors (M = 1.66) 
and medical education (M = 1.89) and all other program majors (M = 1.66) and STEM (M = 
2.03). Finally, significant difference was revealed between business (M = 1.80) and STEM (M = 
1.29 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p< .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
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2.03) program majors. The data show that there was a significant difference between program 
majors relating to their observations and reporting of cheating at p <.05. 
An ANOVA was performed on the survey item related to Student Responsibility for 
Monitoring Academic Integrity to determine if significant difference existed between program 
majors related to perceptions of responsibility for monitoring academic integrity. These findings 
are presented in Table 25. 
Table 25 
 ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Program Majors, Monitoring of Peer 
Cheating 
 
        SS   df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups    21.92  6   3.65  2.64  .015* 
Within Groups     4623.32 3,344  1.38   
*p < .05 
Results of ANOVA (Table 25) indicated that at least one pair of means between program 
majors related to student monitoring of peer cheating was significantly different from one 
another. Tukey’s-B post-hoc analysis procedure was applied to determine which program majors 
were significantly different from one another. Table 26 displays these results. 
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Table 26 
 Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Monitoring of Peer 
Cheating 
 
Program Major       M    SD 
Social Sciences       2.72a   1.20 
Humanities        2.81   1.17 
Business        2.90   1.17 
Education        2.90   1.13 
STEM         2.92   1.27 
All Others        2.96   1.16 
Medical Education       3.04a   1.13 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p < .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
Findings presented in Table 26 indicate significant differences between social sciences 
(M =2.72) and medical education (M =3.04) program majors at the p < .05 level.  
SPSS was used to compute variables for the three survey items within the construct 
Reporting of Cheating Incidents. A group mean was calculated for these items and an ANOVA 
was performed to determine if significant difference existed between program majors reporting of 
cheating incidents. These findings are presented in Table 27. 
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Table 27 
 ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Program Majors, Reporting of Cheating 
 
       SS   df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups  14.185   6   2.364  .790  .578 
Within Groups   9925.319  3316  2.993   
Results of ANOVA indicated that none of the means within the construct, Reporting of 
Cheating, were significantly different from one another.  
Though there was no significant difference identified between program majors relating to 
reporting of cheating (Table 27) there was significant difference at the p < .05 level concerning 
observation of cheating (Table 24) and monitoring of peer cheating (Table 26). Because the data 
indicated that there was a significant difference between program majors relating to two items 
within the construct Observation of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating Incidents, the null 
hypothesis was rejected.  
Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating Behaviors-Gender 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Engagement in Cheating Behaviors. 
Research Question 7 Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors? 
H07
Table 28 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the twenty items 
included in the area of Students’ Engagement in Cheating Behaviors as they relate to gender. For 
: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
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questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a Likert scale from 1, 
indicating “never” to 3, indicating “more than once” signifying how frequently they engaged in 
the named behaviors.  
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Table 28 
Means and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating, Gender  
 
 Item No.       Female        Male
 
  
  
         M   SD      M   SD 
19        1.05  0.25     1.07  0.31 
20        1.33  0.65     1.32  0.67 
21        1.17  0.49     1.18  0.52 
22        1.06  0.28     1.08  0.33 
23        1.05  0.26     1.07  0.32 
24        1.04  0.24     1.08  0.34 
25        1.03  0.20     1.03  0.21 
26        1.03  0.20     1.04  0.24 
27        1.03  0.22     1.05  0.27 
28        1.17  0.48     1.17  0.50 
29        1.31  0.63     1.31  0.65 
30        1.01  0.12     1.01  0.14 
31        1.33  0.64     1.33  0.67 
32        1.04  0.23     1.07  0.32 
33        1.02  0.17     1.03  0.22 
34        1.02  0.17     1.04  0.23 
35        1.02  0.18     1.04  0.22 
36        1.11  0.37     1.12  0.40 
37        1.02  0.14     1.02  0.19 
38        1.04  0.24     1.07  0.33 
Group Total     21.74  3.18     3.52  21.85 
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The findings (Table 28) indicated that all means for the area of Engagement in Cheating 
Behaviors for females and males were at or above M = 1.00, indicating that both females and 
males report engaging in cheating behaviors never (1) or once (2). In addition, the findings 
indicated that the lowest mean was for females regarding their engagement in “Turning in a paper 
from a paper mill and claiming it as your own work”, M = 1.01. The highest mean (M = 1.33) 
related to “Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of materials from an electronic source – e.g., 
the Internet – without footnoting them in a paper you submitted” was shared by both males and 
females. Females also rated working on an assignment with others when the instructor asked for 
individual at M = 1.33.  
Table 29 presents the results from a t test analysis calculated to determine the answers to 
Research Question 7 and H07
Table 29 
t test Comparison of Differences Between Female and Male Graduate Students’ Engagement in 
Cheating  
. SPSS was used to compute variables for all survey items within 
the construct Engagement in Cheating Behaviors. A group mean was calculated for the construct 
and a t test was performed to determine if significant difference existed between male and 
females regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors. 
      
Mean    SD   t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Female     21.74   3.19   3.18  0.54 
Male     21.86   3.53  
 
Findings presented in Table 29 show the total mean score for females for the 20 items 
related to engagement in cheating behaviors was 21.74, slightly lower than for males. For males, 
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the total mean score was 21.86. Because data showed that there was no significant difference 
between males and females relating to their engagement in cheating behaviors at the p < .05, there 
is not sufficient evidence that differences exist between males and females regarding engagement 
in cheating behaviors. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating Behaviors-Program Major 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Engagement in Cheating Behaviors. 
Research Question 8 Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors? 
H08: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their  
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
Tables 30 provide a display of the means and standard deviations for the twenty items 
included in the area of Students’ Engagement in Cheating Behaviors as they relate to program 
major. For questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a Likert scale 
from 1, indicating “never” to 3, indicating “more than once” signifying how frequently they 
engaged in the named behaviors.  
.  
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Table 30 
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating    
 
     Bus Edu Hum  Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item    SD  SD  SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
19     1.04 1.07 1.05  1.07  1.07  1.07  1.05 
     0.24 0.33 0.27  0.3   0.32  0.31  0.25 
 
20     1.32 1.23 1.28  1.43  1.40  1.48  1.32 
     0.65 0.58 0.63  0.71  0.73  0.77  0.65 
 
21     1.18 1.14 1.13  1.25  1.17  1.23  1.15 
     0.50 0.45 0.44  0.58  0.50  0.58  0.47 
 
22     1.07 1.07 1.04  1.04  1.07  1.14  1.06 
     0.31 0.34 0.23  0.23  0.29  0.43  0.30 
 
23     1.08 1.04 1.05  1.06  1.06  1.07  1.06 
     0.32 0.26 0.26  0.30  0.29  0.31  0.31 
 
24     1.00 1.06 1.07  1.12  1.00  1.11  1.05 
     0.05 0.31 0.32  0.41  0.00  0.40  0.28 
 
25     1.01 1.08 1.05  1.03  1.00  1.04  1.03 
     0.10 0.34 0.24  0.21  0.00  0.25  0.20 
 
26     1.03 1.03 1.02  1.03  1.05  1.04  1.04 
     0.21 0.19 0.18  0.22  0.29  0.26  0.23 
All Oth 
     M  M  M   M   M   M   M 
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Table 30 continued 
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating    
     Bus Edu Hum  Med Ed  Soc Sci  STEM  
Item    SD  SD   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
27     1.03 1.03  1.03  1.07  1.05  1.07  1.03 
     0.23 0.20  0.20  0.30  0.26  0.34  0.22 
 
28     1.16 1.15  1.21  1.21  1.16  1.21  1.14 
     0.47 0.44  0.55  0.52  0.49  0.56  0.44 
 
29     1.34 1.37  1.23  1.40  1.35  1.26  1.26 
     0.66 0.67  0.57  0.70  0.66  0.61  0.57 
 
30     1.01 1.02  1.01  1.00  1.02  1.01  1.01 
     0.14 0.18  0.15  0.07  0.17  0.10  0.10 
 
31     1.41 1.36  1.22  1.42  1.31  1.28  1.27 
     0.71 0.68  0.57  0.71  0.61  0.63  0.58 
 
32     1.05 1.04  1.03  1.04  1.05  1.09  1.04 
     0.28 0.24  0.22  0.24  0.28  0.38  0.25 
 
33     1.02 1.02  1.02  1.02  1.02  1.05  1.01 
     0.18 0.19  0.16  0.19  0.18  0.29  0.14 
All Oth 
     M  M   M   M   M   M   M 
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Table 30 continued 
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating   
     Bus Edu  Hum  Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  
Item    SD  SD   SD   SD   SD   SD   SD  
34     1.03 1.03  1.02  1.03  1.01  1.06  1.01 
     0.21 0.23  0.17  0.21  0.11  0.30  0.13 
 
35     1.02 1.03  1.02  1.03  1.03  1.06  1.03 
     0.19 0.20  0.17  0.19  0.21  0.30  0.20 
 
36     1.13 1.14  1.10  1.08  1.12  1.16  1.11 
     0.40 0.43  0.37  0.32  0.40  0.45  0.39 
 
37     1.02 1.02  1.02  1.01  1.03  1.04  1.01 
 
37     1.02 1.02  1.02  1.01  1.03  1.04  1.01 
     0.17 0.18  0.19  0.11  0.23  0.25  0.13 
 
38     1.03 1.06  1.04  1.05  1.08  1.08  1.05 
     0.21 0.31  0.24  0.28  0.33  0.35  0.28 
 
All Oth 
     M  M   M   M   M   M   M 
Group Total  21.89 21.99  21.28  21.93  22.15  22.336  21.60 
3.46 4.21  2.56  2.79  4.07  4.28  4.21 
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The findings presented in Table 30 indicated that all means for the area of Engagement in 
Cheating relating to program major were between M = 1.00 and M = 2.00, suggesting that 
program major participants have never (1) engaged in cheating behaviors or have engaged in 
cheating behaviors once (2).  
Table 31 presents the results from an ANOVA analysis calculated to determine the 
answers to Research Question 8 and H08
Table 31 
. SPSS was used to compute variables for all survey 
items within the construct Engagement in Cheating Behaviors. A group mean was calculated for 
the construct and an ANOVA was performed to determine if significant difference existed 
between program majors regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors. 
ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Engagement in Cheating by Program Major 
 
       SS    df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups   176.35   6   29.39  2.54  0.02* 
Within Groups    18199.55  1,574  11.56  
*p < .05 
Results of ANOVA, presented in Table 31, indicated that at least one pair of means 
within the construct Engagement in Cheating Behaviors was significantly different from one 
another. Tukey’s-B post-hoc analysis procedure was applied to determine which program majors 
were significantly different from one another. Table 32 displays these results. 
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Table 32 
Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Engagement in 
Cheating  
 
Program Major       M    SD 
Humanities        21.28a   
STEM         22.37
2.56 
All Other        21.61   2.89 
Business        21.90   3.46 
Medical Education      21.94   2.79 
Education        21.99   4.21 
Social Sciences       22.16   4.07 
a   
Graduate Students’ Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors-Gender 
4.28 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p< .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
The total mean score for STEM program major participants for the twenty items related 
to engagement in cheating was M = 22.37. The total mean score for STEM was significantly 
different from humanities program majors scores (M = 21.28). The data showed that there was a 
significant difference between program majors relating to their engagement in cheating behaviors 
at p <.05, therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors. 
Research Question 9 Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating? 
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H09: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
Table 33 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the twenty items 
included in the area of Students’ Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors as they relate to gender. For 
questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond on a Likert scale from 1, 
indicating “not cheating” to 4, indicating “serious cheating” concerning how serious they 
considered different cheating behaviors to be.  
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Table 33  
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’, Seriousness of Cheating by Gender  
 
        Female      Male
Item      M  SD      M  SD 
39       3.18  .854    3.07  .866 
40       2.71  .919    2.72  .887 
41       3.45  .850    3.37  .934 
42       3.63  .683    3.55  .767 
43       3.76  .598    3.72  .661 
44       3.59  .699    3.50  .796 
45       3.70  .645    3.66  .706 
46       3.83  .545    3.80  .594 
47       3.88  .491    3.83  .569 
48       3.04  .862    2.96  .876 
49       3.08  .848    2.94  .914 
50       3.84  .539    3.79  .619 
51       3.08  .875    2.97  .925 
52       3.81  .549    3.71  .678 
53       3.78  .566    3.66  .702 
54       3.85  .522    3.77  .622 
55       3.77  .579    3.66  .690 
56       2.98  .966    2.93  .953 
57        3.80  .563    3.80  .606 
58       3.74  .610    3.65  .702 
  
Group Total    70.73  9.57    69.26  10.25 
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Table 33 presents means and standard deviation for graduate students’ perceptions of 
seriousness of cheating by gender. Fifteen of the twenty items for the area of Seriousness of 
Cheating Behaviors by gender had mean responses at or above M = 3.00, indicating that both 
females and males perceive the seriousness of cheating behaviors as between “moderate cheating 
(3) and “serious cheating” (4). Five items, had mean responses between M = 2.00 and M = 3.00, 
indicating a perception of the seriousness of cheating behaviors between “trivial cheating” (2) and 
“moderate cheating (3). In addition, the findings indicated that the lowest mean (M = 2.93) was 
for males regarding their perception of the seriousness of using a false or forged excuse to obtain 
an extension on a due date or delay taking an exam. The highest mean (M = 3.88), related to 
copying from another student during a test or examination without his or her knowledge, was for 
females.  
Table 34 presents the results from a t test analysis calculated to determine the answers to 
Research Question 9 and H09. SPSS was used to compute variables for all survey items within 
the construct Seriousness of Cheating. A group mean was calculated for the construct and a t test 
was performed to determine if significant difference existed between male and females regarding 
their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating behaviors. 
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Table 34 
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’, Seriousness of Cheating  
 
     Mean   SD    t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Female    70.73   9.57   3.14  .002* 
Male    69.26   10.25 
*p < .05 
The total mean score for females for the twenty items related to academic integrity 
policies was 70.73, slightly higher than for males. For males, the total mean score was 69.26.  
Findings indicate significant differences between males and females at the p < .05 level. 
One additional survey item was analyzed concerning the Seriousness of Cheating 
Behaviors. For this item students were asked to respond to the question “Cheating is a serious 
problem at my school” on a Likert scale from 1 indicating “disagree strongly”, to 5 indicating 
“agree strongly.” Table 35 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the survey 
item “cheating is a very serious problem at my school” as it relates to gender.  
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Table 35 
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’, Cheating is a Serious Problem by 
Gender  
            
Female      Male  
Item        M   SD     M   SD 
59         2.95  .835    2.81  .994 
The findings presented in Table 35 indicated that means for this single item concerning 
cheating as a serious problem were below M = 3.00, indicating that both females and males 
perceived cheating as a serious problem as closer to disagree (2).  
Table 36 presents the results from a t test analysis calculated to determine the answers to 
Research Question 9 and H09
Table 36 
. A t test was performed on the survey item related to student 
perception of Cheating as a Serious Problem to determine if significant difference existed 
between male and females regarding their perceptions cheating as a serious problem at their 
institution.  
t test Comparison of Female and Male Graduate Students’, Cheating is a Serious 
Problem 
 
       Mean   SD   t   Sig. (2-tailed) 
Female      2.95   .835  4.03  .000* 
Male      2.81   .994 
*p < .05 
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The mean score for males for the single item related to cheating is a serious problem was 
2.95, slightly higher than for females. For females, the total mean score was 2.81. Findings 
indicate significant differences between males and females at the p < .05 level. 
The data showed that there was a significant difference between females and males 
relating to their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating behaviors and in their perceptions of 
cheating as a serious problem at the p <.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
Graduate Students’ Perceptions of the Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors-Program Major 
The following are the data analysis in response to the research questions and null 
hypothesis that guided the study for Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors. 
Research Question 10 Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating? 
H010: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
Tables 37 provide a display of the means and standard deviations for the twenty items 
included in the area of Students’ Perception of the Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors as they 
relate to program major. For questions within this construct, participants were asked to respond 
on a Likert scale from 1, indicating “not cheating” to 4, indicating “serious cheating” concerning 
how serious they considered different cheating behaviors to be.  
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Table 37 
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’ Seriousness of Cheating  
  
    Bus Edu Hum Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  All Oth 
  
    M  M  M  M   M   M   M 
Item   SD  SD  SD  SD   SD   SD   SD  
39    3.05 3.23 3.25 3.06  3.05  3.00  3.11 
 
    0.89 0.85 0.81 0.86  0.89  0.89  0.84 
 
40    2.68 2.76 2.78 2.70  2.52  2.71  2.64 
 
    0.95 0.95 0.86 0.93  0.93  0.87  0.91 
41    3.36 3.42 3.46 3.51  3.30  3.30  3.47 
    0.94 0.90 0.82 0.76  0.99  1.01  0.84 
42    3.58 3.64 3.66 3.57  3.53  3.49  3.61 
    0.74 0.74 0.64 0.69  0.78  0.77  0.72 
43    3.73 3.76 3.77 3.77  3.59  3.68  3.76 
    0.62 0.62 0.56 0.57  0.78  0.74  0.61 
44    3.56 3.67 3.65 3.44  3.50  3.38  3.57 
    0.73 0.67 0.67 0.78  0.84  0.85  0.74 
45    3.62 3.70 3.76 3.65  3.61  3.67  3.68 
0.69 0.67 0.61 0.69  0.79  0.73  0.68 
46    3.84 3.81 3.85 3.86  3.69  3.74  3.80 
    0.51 0.59 0.50 0.51  0.77  0.69  0.59 
47    3.87 3.86 3.88 3.90  3.75  3.80  3.85 
    0.49 0.54 0.47 0.45  0.72  0.63  0.53 
48    2.99 3.05 3.03 3.04  2.89  2.90  3.01 
    0.92 0.87 0.83 0.84  0.95  0.87  0.87 
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Table 37 continued 
Mean and Standard Deviation, Graduate Students’ Seriousness of Cheating   
    Bus Edu Hum Med Ed Soc Sci  STEM  All Oth 
5.13 5.14 5.01 4.74  4.54  4.99  4.86  
    M  M  M  M   M   M   M 
Item   SD  SD  SD  SD   SD   SD   SD  
49    2.89 3.11 3.18 2.93  2.97  2.99  3.04 
    0.90 0.83 0.85 0.88  0.95  0.88  0.89 
50    3.77 3.84 3.85 3.82  3.78  3.77  3.82 
    0.61 0.54 0.50 0.54  0.71  0.70  0.57 
51    2.87 3.12 3.22 2.92  3.01  2.96  3.08 
    0.91 0.89 0.85 0.91  0.94  0.92  0.87 
52    3.79 3.83 3.81 3.84  3.71  3.64  3.73 
    0.60 0.53 0.54 0.52  0.76  0.73  0.62 
53    3.73 3.78 3.77 3.79  3.64  3.60  3.72 
    0.64 0.57 0.58 0.58  0.79  0.73  0.62 
54    3.81 3.86 3.87 3.81  3.74  3.79  3.81 
    0.57 0.54 0.49 0.56  0.74  0.64  0.57 
55    3.72 3.74 3.80 3.69  3.65  3.60  3.73 
    0.61 0.62 0.55 0.60  0.77  0.74  0.62 
56    2.90 2.88 3.04 3.01  2.89  2.87  2.98 
    1.01 0.99 0.89 0.93  0.99  0.97  0.97 
57    3.79 3.80 3.84 3.75  3.71  3.75  3.81 
    0.57 0.61 0.52 0.58  0.75  0.67  0.56 
58    3.71 3.73 3.74 3.74  3.48  3.62  3.67 
    0.62 0.64 0.60 0.62  0.86  0.70  0.68 
Group Total 21.19 21.04 20.11 20.64  29.94  19.36  20.75 
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The findings presented in Table 37 indicated that graduate students perceive the 
seriousness of cheating behaviors as between “trivial cheating (2) and “serious cheating” (4). 
Table 38 presents the results from an ANOVA analysis calculated to determine the 
answers to Research Question 10 and H010
Table 38 
. SPSS was used to compute variables for all survey 
items within the construct Seriousness of Cheating. A group mean was calculated for the 
construct and an ANOVA was performed to determine if significant difference existed between 
program majors regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating behaviors. 
 ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Perception of Seriousness of Cheating by 
Program Major 
 
SS    df    MS    F   Sig. 
Between Groups  1867.93  6    311.32   3.25  .003* 
Within Groups   206288.87  2154   95.77 
*p < .05     
Results of ANOVA indicated that at least one pair of means within the construct 
Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors was significantly different from one another. Tukey’s-B post-
hoc analysis procedure was applied to determine which program majors were significantly 
different from one another. Table 39 displays these results. 
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Table 39 
Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Seriousness of 
Cheating  
 
Program Major      M    SD 
STEM        68.77a   10.26 
Social Sciences      68.84b
Humanities       71.68
   11.96 
Business       69.60   9.78 
All Other       69.89   9.93 
Medical Education     70.21   9.34 
Education       70.93   9.63 
a,b   
An additional survey item was analyzed concerning the Seriousness of Cheating 
Behaviors. For this item students were asked to respond to the question “Cheating is a serious 
problem at my school” on a Likert scale from 1 indicating “disagree strongly”, to 5 indicating 
8.92 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p< .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
The total mean score for STEM program major participants for the twenty items related 
to perception of seriousness of cheating behaviors was 68.77; the total mean score for social 
sciences program major participants was 68.84. The total mean score for STEM and for social 
sciences was significantly different from the humanities scores (M = 71.68).  
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“agree strongly” Table 40 provides a display of the means and standard deviations for the survey 
item “cheating is a very serious problem at my school” as it relates to gender.  
Table 40 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Graduate Students’, Cheating is a Serious Problem by 
Program Major  
 
          M     SD   
All Other        2.88   .886 
Business        2.79   1.015 
Education        2.82   .726 
Humanities        3.06   .916 
Medical Education       2.97   .839 
Social Sciences       2.85   .761 
STEM         2.99   1.041 
The findings, presented in Table 40, show that the means for the majority program major 
participant responses concerning cheating as a serious problem were below M = 3.00, indicating 
that respondents perceived cheating as a serious problem as closer to disagree (2). The highest 
mean was for humanities program major participants (M = 3.06). The lowest mean was for 
business program major participants (M = 2.79). 
Table 41 presents the results from ANOVA procedure calculated to determine the 
answers to Research Question 10 and H010. 
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Table 41 
 ANOVA Comparison of Differences Between Program Majors, Cheating is a Serious 
Problem 
  
       SS    df   MS   F   Sig. 
Between Groups   29.809   6   4.968  6.04  .000* 
Within Groups    2745.666  3341  .822  
*p < .05 
Results of ANOVA indicated that at least one pair of means relating to cheating is a 
serious problem was significantly different from one another. Tukey’s-B post-hoc analysis 
procedure was applied to determine which program majors were significantly different from one 
another. Table 42 displays these results. 
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Table 42 
Tukey’s-B, Significant Difference Between Specific Program Majors, Cheating is a 
Serious Problem 
 
Program Major       M    SD 
Business        2.79a,b   1.82 
Education        2.82c   1.73 
Social Sciences       2.85   1.56 
All Other        2.88   1.70 
Medical Education      2.97   1.68 
STEM         2.99a
Humanities        3.06
   1.85 
b, c   1.64 
Note. Means with the same subscripts differ significantly at p < .05 by Tukey’s-B post-hoc 
analysis. 
As displayed in Table 42, the mean score for business and education program major 
participants in response to cheating is a serious problem was 2.79 and 2.82 respectively. These 
mean scores were significantly different from the mean score for humanities program major 
participants (M = 3.06).  
The data showed that there was a significant difference between program majors relating 
to their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating behaviors and for the perception of cheating as 
a serious problem at the p<.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
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Qualitative Analysis 
Responses to two open-ended survey questions, “What specific changes do graduate 
students offer in support of academic integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in 
the process of supporting academic integrity?” were examined according to Creswell’s (2003) 
recommended process for qualitative data analysis. This process included “moving deeper and 
deeper into understanding the data, representing the data, and making an interpretation of the 
larger meaning of the process” (Creswell, 2003, p. 190). 
Nvivo8 tree nodes and free nodes features were employed to define relationships and to 
identify emerging themes. The tree nodes were based on research question constructs: 
perceptions of academic integrity policies, perceptions of academic integrity practices, 
engagement in cheating behaviors, perceptions of the seriousness of cheating, and observations of 
cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. After the tree nodes were established and the 
data entered the data were coded into these tree nodes. Meaningful data that fell outside of these 
categories were established as free nodes. Data that was incomplete or unintelligible was grouped 
and placed aside. During the first stage of the data analysis responses to each open-ended survey 
question were analyzed separately. However, as data became attached to themes it was realized 
that responses to both open-ended questions were indistinguishable in nature and essence. After 
all the open ended data had been broadly grouped, the data were scrutinized again. During this 
review of the data, narrower branching nodes were recognized and data were grouped according 
to these narrower themes. Through the third complete examination of the data, tree nodes and 
branches were considered in relationship to the broader research questions addressed in the study 
and were further associated with themes that emerged from both a review of the literature and 
quantitative findings. During this stage, data from both survey questions were examined together, 
free nodes were connected as appropriate, and responses that clearly conveyed the essence of 
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each theme were identified. It was decided that the findings from each survey response would be 
presented together allowing the reader to gain a broad picture of participant perspective on 
academic integrity without imposing false boundaries upon the data. 
Academic Integrity Policy 
In their responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
integrity?” graduate students referred to institutional academic integrity policy and how the 
creation and enforcement of such policies affect campus culture and individual students. Table 43 
presents a listing of broad and branching themes relating to the construct, perceptions of 
academic integrity policies, and a count of references to those themes. 
Table 43 
Academic Integrity-Policy 
 
Broad Themes     Branching Themes     References 
Understanding Policy   Does Not Understand Policy   42 
Promote Policy       43 
Stress Consequences     41 
Define Cheating      59 
   
Support for Policy    Failure to Support/Enforce    69 
        Successful Support/Enforcement  30 
        Leading Through Example    32 
Institutions Backing Faculty    28 
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  Two broad themes emerged in relationship to Academic Integrity Policy: Understanding 
Policy and Support for Policy. Branching themes illustrated and informed each of the broad 
themes. A summary discussion of branching themes including reference to, and quotes from, the 
open-ended survey data is included in the following section. 
Understanding Policy: Does Not Understand Policy 
Thirty-nine participants discussed the broad theme of Understanding Policy by 
acknowledging a personal lack of understanding of campus policy related to academic integrity.  
For example, the following was a response. 
I do not recall that the specific penalties or processes of investigation or enforcement 
were ever discussed formally or informally since I began my studies. If they were 
brought up, it was possibly as part of a large orientation that I have long since forgotten.  
 
Some respondents indicated that they understood the concept of academic integrity, 
though they were unaware of the policy. An example of a response included, “I know the Golden 
Rule contains the University policies on cheating and the University has urged me via email on 
numerous occasions to read it, but I never have because I assume I have a pretty good idea of 
what is allowed and not allowed.” Other participants suggested such assumptions might be a 
mistake:  
As a non-traditional graduate student who works more than full time I do not participate 
in orientations etc. The topic is rarely covered in any of the classes that I have taken. 
There is usually a statement of academic integrity in the syllabus but nothing is fully 
discussed. Observations of fellow students indicate to me that it should be discussed 
more.  
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Another participant explained how, with new forms of cheating facilitated by developing 
technology, information an academic integrity policy was vital. The participant wrote, “The 
Internet and electronic device communication as a way of cheating is completely novel to me. I 
think revisiting how the old standards apply to new technology would be a good thing for 
returning students to learn.” 
Other participants pointed out the link between academic integrity policy and 
professional ethics and the value of these skills not just for school, but for their professional 
futures as well. The participant stated, “I think awareness is important. I have no idea what the 
policy on cheating is at X, or what you're supposed to do if you see someone cheat. This is 
especially important for the law school, as the legal profession is a self-policing one.” The clearly 
articulated theme of “I don’t understand cheating” was pervasive throughout participant 
commentary. 
Understanding Policy: Promote Policy  
Participants addressed the broad theme of Understanding Policy, explaining that though 
they were aware of the existence of the academic integrity policy at their institutions, faculty 
failed to forcefully convey this policy to students, especially graduate students. Forty-three 
participants commented on the importance of conveying institutional policy to students. 
“Possibly, the school should make the policy clearer. I think everyone realizes the plagiarism 
aspect, but the additional portions of the policy appear to be unknown.” 
 Several students called attention to the need to communicate policy to graduate students 
as well as undergraduates. “Include discussion of policies on cheating with graduate students, not 
just undergraduates. Yes, graduate students copy each other’s papers and homework too!” 
Another participant commented that, “professors assume that we know all about it from 
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undergrad years and don't mention about it at all. We all need to be reminded of those regulations 
not only to prevent them from happening, but also to have more awareness.”  
Understanding Policy: Stress Consequences  
Forty-one students suggested that informing graduate students of the consequences of 
cheating might serve as a deterrent to academic dishonesty 
I feel that on the first day of class, the teacher should tell the class, if they are not already 
doing so; If I observe, hear about or find any instances of academic dishonesty, I will 
pursue it and if it is indeed academic dishonesty, I will see to it that the involved 
party(ies) are dismissed from the University 
Another participant suggested, “The best way to improve on honesty is to put fear in the students 
about dismissal and ruining their life.” 
Several students noted the need to convey not only the punitive repercussions of cheating 
but the intrinsic damage as well. “It should make clear the consequences of cheating and how it 
hurts the reputation of all the students and the school. I would like to emphasize that focusing 
only on punishment and monitoring will not solve the problem.” Another participant added: 
Consequences of violating academic integrity need to be made much more explicit to 
send a message to students in EVERY class that there is zero-tolerance for cheating. 
Instructors should also educate their students about the more personal consequences of 
cheating (e.g., cheapens value of education) as well as the punitive consequences.  
 
In their comments concerning this narrow theme, participants implied that increased 
knowledge of both the punitive and intrinsic consequences of cheating would influence their 
decisions regarding academic integrity.   
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Understanding Policy: Define “Cheating” 
Along with an expressed need for information on campus academic integrity policy and 
consequences of cheating, 59 participants contributed to the broad theme of Understanding 
Policy, by expressing confusion as to which behaviors constitute cheating. “Maybe clearly define 
what the college views as cheating. Everybody knows that cheating on a test is cheating, but not a 
lot of students consider helping each other with homework/lab work as cheating.” Another 
student contributed, “Cheating does not always mean the same thing to everyone, despite X’s 
efforts to operationalize this term.” 
 Several students mentioned confusion over specific activities that might be 
considered cheating. One student mentioned plagiarism:  
I think professors really need to explain what constitutes cheating and why. They had us 
paranoid about citations, but never really went into how it worked with paraphrasing. It 
would also be helpful to establish a difference between cheating, which in my mind goes 
to copying in an exam or plagiarizing, and “academic integrity”, which is deeper because 
it refers to learning and work ethic. Also, more than academic integrity being a matter of 
cheating, faculty should make a closer link to how integrity relates to your 
academic/professional achievement and growth. 
Another expressed confusion over collusion, “I would like to see professors be very explicit about 
the level of group work expected. In grad school, we have a lot of group projects, and it's not 
made clear when ‘working together’ is appropriate. This has led to miscommunication, where 
students don't realize they are ‘cheating’ by the professor's standards.”  
Participants alleged that they received mixed messages from professor to professor as to 
what constituted cheating.  
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I think students don't really understand the meaning of cheating. A few of my classmates 
used their own past research studies as class assignments and the Prof. gladly accepted 
them so I thought it was ok to do that. I got probation because my close friend 
recommended me to submit one paper (that related to my PhD dissertation) to two 
classes, two professors so that I could have many comments but those Professors thought 
it was cheating. My advisor said submitting one paper to two classes or using previous 
research and submitting it to another class are cheating. So why my classmates got away 
with it? [sic]. 
One student noted that, “Definitions of cheating are different for different generations, 
programs of study, and levels of college and professional experience. X must take the lead in the 
academic and professional community and be proactive about defining exactly what cheating is 
and what the consequences are.” Finally, a participant summed up the issue with, “I also think 
that students need a clear ‘line drawn in the sand’ as to what is appropriate and what is not.”  
Support of Policy: Failure to Support/Enforce 
Sixty-eight participants approached the broad theme of Understanding Policy by asserting 
that some institutions and faculty fail to support and enforce existing academic integrity policy. 
These participants outlined the responsibilities of faculty and institutions related to the support 
and enforcement of policies. In addition these participants conveyed the belief that failure to 
enforce academic integrity policies leads to an increase in cheating behaviors.  
Participants mentioned the responsibilities of faculty related to the support and 
enforcement of academic integrity: 
Instructors always speak about integrity and the penalties if caught cheating, but I have 
never (seen) the process in work... I would like to see instructors follow through in their 
rules for the class. They state rules on tardiness, cheating, excuses, etc, yet when this does 
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occur they never stand by their own rules and apply the consequences of breaking those 
rules.   
 
Students expressed the desire to see policies more rigorously enforced. “I would like to 
see professors take more action when they catch someone cheating. Most often they just slap their 
hands and tell them not to do it again. This only promotes the idea that nothing bad happens when 
you cheat.” A participant provided examples and additional reasons why faculty enforcement of 
academic integrity policy was critical,  
Things like talking in class while the professor is lecturing, cell phones ringing, cheating 
on exams, etc. are often ignored by MANY professors at the graduate course level and 
just as it's unfortunate that students at this advanced level in their academic careers still 
engage in such behaviors, it is irresponsible for ANY professor or instructor to allow this 
to go on in his or her class. For the students who do take their education seriously and 
DO want to learn, etc. this type of activity is very distracting and does not encourage 
things like active participation in class and excellence on assignments and exams; it's 
discouraging at best. 
One student commented, “Most faculty do not seem to care enough, have enough time, or worry 
too much about their course evaluations for surviving the tenure process to truly care about 
cheating. If too many students fail a course or too many evaluations are bad from being a ‘strict’ 
instructor, they don't get tenure.”  
Other participants mentioned the university’s role in enforcement of academic integrity 
policy. “In the case of which I am aware, the university did not seriously reprimand the persons 
involved - they are all still in the program and will graduate with the same degree I will. I think 
the university's response jeopardized the integrity of the entire program.” Another mentioned that, 
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“Though faculty were attentive in monitoring for cheaters, administration did not carry through 
on policy enforcement. I believe that the academic professionals do a very good job of policing 
cheating; however, the administrative staff does not always support them and attempt [sic]to 
smooth things over to keep the students in class.” 
Participants referred to a breakdown between institutional expectations and faculty 
enforcement. “As it currently stands, even though the university has one overarching policy many 
professors have their own more draconian policy that they enforce or conversely they only pay lip 
service to the University policy and really do not make much of an effort to find/prevent 
plagiarism.” One participant noted that, “Unfortunately, I have been in multiple classes where the 
PhD instructors basically mocked the guidelines and rolled their eyes, while telling students not 
to work together on individual projects.” Finally, one student urged, “There should be a 
REASONABLE POLICY that can be ENFORCED. Otherwise, the value of the diplomas will 
keep going down. As the student body grows, X needs to add the resources needed to ENFORCE 
these policies.” In their accounting of experiences related to the Failure to Support/Enforce 
theme, participants conveyed dismay and frustration over institution and faculty failure to support 
existing policy. 
Support of Policy: Faculty and/or Institutions Support/Enforce Policy 
While the majority of participants found a failure on the part of faculty and institutions in 
support and enforcement, 30 participants built upon the theme of Support of Policy by 
recognizing faculty who strongly support academic integrity policy. A participant stated, “If the 
student is cheating, it would be hard for him to get through at X. Everything is done appropriately 
and the probation policy, as strict as it might be, is a very useful tool for changing behavior of 
such people.” Several cited examples in which academic dishonesty had been dealt with 
effectively and fairly. “There was cheating identified in a class that I took last summer. The 
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instructor was very clear about the expectations beforehand and it was surprising that someone 
would cheat. I felt the situation was dealt with appropriately by the instructor in that the person 
was removed from the class.” Finally, a participant commended, but urged additional vigilance, 
“The change in the cheating trend is greatly dependant on the social values of a community. So 
far X seems to be doing a good job, but the campus can always further encourage ethics and 
civility.” These 30 participants expressed appreciation and approval for institutional and faculty 
support and enforcing of academic integrity policy. 
Support of Policy: Faculty Lead Through Example  
Thirty-two participants contributed to the broader theme of Support of Policy by making 
reference to faculty leading through example and modeling academically honest behaviors for 
their students. “The instructor leads by example and should provide more than just basic lectures. 
What role should instructors play? Perhaps instructors should be people with ethical backbone 
and lead by example.” Another participant spoke of faculty influence on student attitude 
regarding academic integrity, “When faculty expect excellence and help students believe they can 
achieve that excellence, students try harder and will tend to take more pride in their personal 
learning and accomplishments. To me, this encouragement will lessen the temptation to cheat.” 
Another participant suggested that educational leaders create an atmosphere where faculty can 
engage students in a “safe” learning environment. “The educational leadership should create a 
safe learning environment, where students can approach their teachers/instructors and say ‘Well, 
John I do not understand this material, could you please help me to understand this better?’”   
 Finally, one graduate student spoke of the detrimental and far-reaching results of 
interactions with faculty who fail to uphold their own academic integrity.  
Some faculty have difficulties understanding where their own boundaries are in dealing 
with graduate student work being part of their own research. Often these faculty members 
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take research or ideas that graduate RA's produce and discuss with them as their own 
without credit to graduate RA's and commit plagiarism themselves in doing so. To me 
this means that if there is academic dishonesty that is probably coming from a higher 
sphere of influence (strictly speaking of the graduate student community). Faculty aren't 
always the best role models. 
In discussing the theme faculty leading through example, participants clearly conveyed the 
reciprocal benefits of a conscious and morally vigorous faculty.  
Support of Policy: Institutions Backing Faculty 
Twenty-eight participants added to the theme of Support of Policy by stressing the 
importance of administrative backing of faculty in their efforts to police and enforce academic 
integrity policy. “In order for any policy to work, the faculty need to have some authority and be 
fully backed up by management.” Several students suggested that, in their experiences, this was 
not being done. “I knew of a case of cheating (plagiarism) at X that involved a prominent 
person’s son and even though the professor pursued the matter, she was told to drop it. This does 
not say much for the integrity of the college and has not earned my respect.” Another student 
wrote, “The administration would rather turn away and ‘not deal with it’ than uphold any kind of 
academic integrity standard.” A participant concluded, “Administration needs to back faculty. 
They should be the teeth of the policies.” Through their comments participants underscored the 
fact that unless an institution backs faculty efforts to enforce academic integrity policy, existing 
policy may not work. 
Academic Integrity Environment Related to Academic Integrity Practices 
In their responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
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integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
integrity?” Participants discussed classroom practices such as teaching style and methods of 
assessment and the effect these components had on academic integrity. Table 44 presents a listing 
of broad and branching themes relating to the construct, perceptions of academic integrity 
practices, and a count of references to those themes. 
Table 44 
 Academic Integrity-Practices 
 
Broad Themes      Branching Themes      References 
Teaching and Assessment   Engaged Teaching & Learning   83 
         Focus on Learning Not Grades   34 
 
Classroom Deterrents    Change Tests       40 
         Control Technology      22 
         Actively Proctor       41 
 
Faculty Vigilance     Faculty Should Recognize and Report 32 
         Faculty Don’t Follow Through   33 
 
Stress and Academic Integrity  Types of Stress       31  
 
Four broad themes emerged in relationship to Academic Integrity Practice: Teaching and 
Assessment, Classroom Deterrents, Faculty Vigilance, and Stress and Academic Integrity. 
Branching themes illustrated and informed each of the broad themes. A summary discussion of 
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branching themes including reference to, and quotes from, the open-ended survey data is included 
in the following section. 
Teaching and Assessment: Engaged Teaching and Learning 
In commenting on the broad theme of Teaching and Assessment in relationship to 
academic integrity, 83 participants stressed the importance of creating effective assignments and 
assessments as a means to deterring academic dishonesty. These participants described how, in an 
environment of meaningful learning and fair assessment, they would feel no need to cheat. A 
participant commented, “If courses were structured in a way that challenge the student to think, 
and exams reflected the necessity to use analytical skills, we might solve some of the problems 
regarding academic dishonesty.” A different participant suggested that, “The more an instructor is 
involved in the process of an assignment on an individual level, the less alienation the students 
will feel, dampening the desire as well as the ability to be dishonest.” 
A participant challenged, “I question the validity and reliability of standardized tests in 
assessing a graduate student's knowledge of most subjects. Short-answer questions and assigned 
essay topics appear to offer a better opportunity for a student to demonstrate one's knowledge...” 
Other participants described best practices for creating exams and assignments to assess learning 
and stimulate engagement and interest.  
Professor Y at X allows his students to bring cheat sheets to all of his exams. It does not 
matter. His exams are structured such that you could have your entire set of class notes in 
front of you and it would not aid you in answering his questions. His questions are a fair, 
demanding test and they require the student to analytically use the acquired learning in 
his class to complete the questions. Use him to model how to accurately measure the 
attained learning of college students. 
A different participant explained:  
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Cheating on a test that requires basic memorization is ULTIMATELY trivial. Ask me 
what I learned in Math 150? Nothing. That is why cheating in a course like that is ‘no big 
deal.’ Now, ask me what I learned in a course that required several small papers/projects 
and a couple large-scale projects that (1) didn't require memorization and (2) required the 
student to apply the knowledge derived from readings to the papers/projects? A great 
amount! 
One participant suggested, “I think the ‘cheating’ is in response to poor teaching practices and 
professors not understanding how students best learn.” Another participant concluded, “I believe 
a professor's ability to teach in a meaningful way is an important consideration in cheating.” 
In their remarks concerning the broad theme of Teaching and Assessment in relationship 
to academic integrity, participants expressed approval for faculty who put effort and care into 
creating effective instruction and assessment. Based upon participant commentary, creating an 
effective and engaging learning environment deters academic dishonesty. 
Teaching and Assessment: Focus on Learning, Not Grades 
The broad theme of Teaching and Assessment in relationship to academic integrity was 
addressed through the comments of 34 participants. These participants discussed the importance 
of emphasizing learning over grades and the drive to master a subject as a deterrent to academic 
dishonesty.  
We are not “kids” going to school waiting to start our careers. We have careers and 
reputations in our community and workplaces that hopefully help keep people honest. I 
don't take classes because I am worried about the grades I get, I take classes to excel at 
my job and cheating in no way would help my job performance. 
Comments conveyed the importance of learning over grades One student comment, “In my grad 
program, it is not as much about what grade you get, but what you know when you graduate. I 
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think teachers need to reinforce this kind of intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivation.” Another 
participant proposed, “The faculty needs to emphasize professional development over grade point 
average. When you graduate with a doctoral degree there are no brownie points for the highest 
GPA anyway. The students need to shift their thinking from competitive GPA to knowledge 
ownership.” A participant recognized the need to learn the material in preparation for his or her 
professional responsibilities,  
We know we actually have to learn the material, and we will absolutely be held 
accountable for knowing it, whether on the master's or PhD prelims, or once we enter the 
workplace. There is no point in copying somebody's homework just to get it done—you 
had better understand what you're turning in or else you'll flunk out of grad school, or be 
fired from any job you eventually get. 
 
Examples from other participants in this area included, “I was absolutely shocked to see 
cheating taking place in graduate school. I thought that everybody was here to learn. To the 
contrary, many students are looking for easy courses to cruise through graduate school and they 
employ different techniques to get good grades at any cost.” A participant concluded, “On the 
graduate level, I don't understand why anyone would cheat. I just don't get it. You are here to 
learn. But, people still do. It's mind boggling.” In their statements, participants suggested that 
faculty who encourage mastery and a focus on learning, rather than grades, contribute towards 
and environment of academic integrity. 
Classroom Deterrents: Change Tests  
Forty participants discussed Classroom Deterrents such as producing multiple versions of 
tests, and their affect on deterring academic dishonesty. “I think that the continuous changing of 
exam content and questions not only year to year, but semester to semester, and even among 
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sections is a very good idea.” Another participant commented, “Many courses are too predictable 
because the various assignments and requirements are the same year after year.” A different 
participant suggested, “Professors MUST write new exam questions. Having old exams is helpful 
because exam questions give you new insight on the material, but when the same questions are 
asked every year/semester, studying becomes pointless.” Finally, a participant concluded, 
“Professors need to change exams every semester. It was so easy to get copies of the exams that it 
seemed stupid not to read them.” Participants built upon the broad theme of Classroom Deterrents 
in relationship to academic integrity through their compelling observations on the practice of 
using the same tests from semester to semester and on the detrimental effect of such a practice 
upon academic integrity. 
Classroom Deterrents: Control Technology 
Twenty-two participants described how controlling access to and use of technology such 
as calculators, cell phones, computers, and iPods during tests or exams connected to the broad 
theme of Classroom Deterrents. In reference to cheating in exams, one participant commented, 
“Electronic media has changed the nature of this issue in large exams.” Another participant 
contributed: 
The most popular way of cheating is using cell phones. Set a University policy about 
having the cell phones turned off at all time [sic] while in a classroom. I have taken 
several standardized exams (TOEFL, GRE, Actuarial exams, ...) and all of them have a 
policy to not allow the test takers to have anything else but pencil and eraser with them, 
and calculator if required. 
Finally, one participant acknowledged, “Check students' graphing calculators or ban them. To be 
honest I would store notes there frequently.” Participants’ acknowledgment of graduate students 
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use of technology to cheat, built a substantiated case for technology as a classroom deterrent of 
academic integrity.   
Classroom Deterrents: Actively Proctor 
Actively proctoring tests and exams by walking though the classroom during exams and 
tests fell under the broad theme of Classroom Deterrents related to academic integrity. Forty-one 
participants suggested using exam proctors as a means to prevent academic dishonesty. One 
participant proposed, “Careful monitoring during written exams. I cannot believe that at the 
graduate level there is still a high-school environment of cheating (crib notes, looking off others' 
papers, etc).” Another participant described an experience he or she had during an un-proctored 
exam.  
Recently I was taking an exam, it is a graduate level course there are only 4 
students in the class. When there were only 3 people left taking the exam one 
individual began fishing for answers from myself and another student. The 
professor was not in the class at all during the exam nor was the exam proctored 
by anyone. 
A participant noted that not only should monitors be present, but that they should also actively 
patrol the room:  
Unfortunately, I've heard of students cheating on several occasions in the graduate 
program. I believe that this behavior is completely unsuccessful. I also feel that in order 
to avoid this type of behavior, professors should proctor exams themselves to the extent 
possible and in addition, professors should actively walk around the room. 
Finally, a participant suggested that, although monitors are a good idea, faculty must be selective 
about who they use as a monitors, “It turns out that when you put grad students to monitor other 
grad students during a test, the monitors will not report the cheating students!” Participants’ 
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comments suggested that in classrooms where faculty actively proctor exams, not only do they 
have less opportunity to cheat, but that some levels of stress and pressure from the testing 
environment may be eliminated. 
Faculty Vigilance: Faculty Should Recognize and Report  
As a part of the broader theme of Faculty Vigilance, comments by 32 students indicated it 
is the job of the faculty to be responsible for monitoring and reporting the academic dishonesty of 
students. “It is the faculty’s responsibility to monitor, report, and investigate suspected incidents 
of cheating.” Students expressed concern over faculty monitoring of classroom cheating on 
exams.  
Some instructors monitor the class closely during exams. Honest students appreciated this 
very much. Other instructors simply trust the honor code, and are absolutely blind to 
cheating in the classroom. It should not be another student's responsibility to detect and 
report it. If an incident is flagrant enough for another student to notice, it should be 
obvious to the instructor as well. 
 
Other students commented on the need for faculty to more closely monitor written work 
and papers. “Crack down on it more by monitoring written work more closely. I am sure it's hard 
for professors, as they have many other demands, but I think that there needs to be more oversight 
on plagiarism.” The responsibilities of faculty for monitoring the academic integrity of their 
students were clearly conveyed by participant comments.  
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Faculty Vigilance: Faculty Don’t Follow Through 
Though participants expressed the need for faculty to follow through in upholding their 
responsibility to identify and report cheaters, 34 participants indicated that frequently this did not 
take place. 
I have witnessed the degradation of the X MBA by seeing numerous students cheat 
repeatedly on exams with the Professors' knowledge, while only one Professor who knew 
they were cheating did anything at all. I was disgusted to see that the Professors Y did not 
care that the X MBA was losing value, as cheating is rampant at X. 
Many participants mentioned faculty who ignored blatant cheating. “I think professors, in 
general, choose to ignore it, because as I've heard some say, ‘it's too much work’ (to be vigilant).” 
Participants expressed a conviction that it was the responsibility of the faculty to be vigilant in 
discovering and reporting cheating. They further expressed frustration and disappointment when 
this responsibility was not upheld. 
Stress and Academic Integrity: Types of Stress  
Within the broad theme of Stress and Academic Integrity participants discussed different 
types of stress they experienced, such as heavy course load, unreasonable expectations of faculty, 
and demands such as jobs, family, and finance and how these stresses impact their decision to 
engage in academic dishonesty. Thirty-seven participants referred to unreasonably difficult 
classes, heavy course load and external stress and pressure as a basis for cheating behaviors. “I 
believe that most people resort to cheating when they are overwhelmed by inappropriately large 
amounts or irrelevant material.” A different participant explained, 
I think the system of curved grades (combined with X's 3.0 minimum GPA standard) 
creates an atmosphere that lends itself more to cheating. Exterior pressure, such as an 
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employer paying for your MBA, adds to this also. In my experience, most students cheat 
when they are frustrated, tired and scared of not making the cut, not to turn a B into an A. 
A participant mentioned unique pressures of an individual course. “There is a lot of pressure in 
this major, and quite a lot of demand placed on the students (time, academic, and otherwise... 
students falling asleep on the way to clinical). They do what they have to do to get by.”  
A different participant explained his or her response to a similar situation, “Sometimes 
circumstances force the hand of the student. Survival skills you might say.” Another participant 
reported that he or she felt pressured to cheat rather than approach the professor for assistance. “I 
also think there is a perception of weakness when you have to go to an instructor for help, and 
that the instructor's opinion of you may be downgraded.” The same participant conveyed the 
pressures of conflicting deadlines. 
In many instances, I have had so much work to do and classes that move so fast, that 
there is no room for error or time to make sure you understand the minutiae of all the 
material. You're just trying to get the work done, not understand it. And after a point, you 
just don't care about it anymore (the material, or how it gets done). Professors like to call 
that rigorous and challenging, and it is, but it’s not that great when you have a semester 
of professors who feel the same way about their classes. 
Finally a student concluded, “In the end I believe that if students cheat (for the most part) it is 
because they have something in their outside life that is causing them to put their attention 
somewhere else and they panic - maybe they need help and a little understanding rather than 
harsh punishments.” Participants’ concern over academic and external pressures as a contributing 
factor to academic dishonesty was conveyed in the broad theme, Academic and External 
Pressures. 
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Observations of Cheating 
In their responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
integrity?” graduate students referred to personal observations of peer cheating. While very few 
participants acknowledged personal involvement in cheating behaviors, and some participants 
declared that they had not observed peer cheating and did not consider cheating a problem, the 
majority of participants discussed peer cheating that they observed and provided examples of said 
cheating. Table 45 presents those themes related to Observation of Cheating. 
Table 45 
 Observations of Cheating 
 
Broad Theme     Branching Theme         References 
Cheating is a Problem?   I don't think it's a problem       39 
        I haven't observed cheating       33 
 `       I have observed cheating       85 
        Examples of cheating        67 
  
A single broad theme emerged in relationship to Observations of Cheating: Cheating is a 
Problem? Branching themes illustrated and informed the broad theme. A summary discussion of 
branching themes including reference to, and quotes from, the open-ended survey data is included 
in the following section. 
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Cheating is a Problem?:I Don’t Think It’s a Problem 
In building on the broad theme, Is Cheating a Problem? forty-three students conveyed 
that they did not perceive cheating as a problem or issue. One participant stated, “Academic 
integrity is a non-issue as far as my experience goes.” Another responded, “I do not see cheating 
in graduate school as a problem.”  
Several participants spoke about being unaware of academic dishonesty on their campus 
and unsure as to whether it was a problem. “I do not believe that cheating is currently a 
widespread problem at our school, but I'm not certain.” One student acknowledged his or her 
possible naivety, “In post-graduate work, I have mostly worked on independent projects or 
projects where we could interact. Perhaps I am naive, but I have not seen a problem.” 
Some participants expressed confidence that academic dishonesty was not a problem 
specifically in graduate populations. “In graduate work, it isn't really a problem. Students are 
there because they choose to be there, and they won't cheat their way to a grade.” Another 
participant commented,  
I do not think cheating really occurs at the graduate level. The students in the program are 
there of their own free will to actually learn the subjects they choose to pursue in contrast 
to many undergraduates who have parents paying their way and checking their grades, 
while the students would rather be doing something else. 
Finally, a participant summed, “As a graduate history student, I know that all of my fellow 
students are hard-working, intelligent people who do not feel the need to cheat.” Overall, a 
substantial number of participants conveyed through their comments that they did not perceive 
cheating as a problem at their institutions, especially in graduate programs.   
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Cheating is a Problem?: I Haven’t Observed Cheating 
Building upon the narrower theme Cheating Is Not A Problem, participants noted 
specifically that they had not observed cheating first-hand. Thirty-three students stated that they 
had observed only minimal cheating or no cheating at all at their institutions. “I have never 
witnessed cheating at X and do not think it is a serious problem.” Another participant emphasized 
that cheating was minimal in his or her experience, “I've only seen one person cheat in three years 
on [sic]test. It doesn't seem to be a large problem from my experience.” A participant 
acknowledged that, though they had heard of cheating within their institution, they did not 
personally observe such incidents. “I don't see any cheating, I have heard there were isolated 
incidents of it, but never witnessed it.”  
Several participants commented specifically on graduate students, “I've personally seen 
no evidence of academic dishonesty or cheating during my graduate level experience and have 
been very impressed with the caliber of students who have been selected to attend my graduate 
program.” Another participant contributed, “I don't see a lot of cheating at X. I am a doctoral 
student and my classmates have such a high level of enthusiasm to learn that cheating is such a 
foreign concept.” A different participant stated: 
Because I'm a graduate student and the work is mostly independent studying prior to 
class, I have not observed anyone cheating or attempting to cheat. We are all adults 
working to obtain the same goals and that is to successfully complete the program. 
A participant qualified his or her statement concerning cheating, limiting not only to graduate 
students, but to a specific program:  
I have only attended X as a graduate student, and in a program in which it would be 
extremely difficult to cheat, as we are generally encouraged to work in groups and are 
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seldom asked to take "tests" in which we work alone. My assessment of the level of 
cheating I see is accurate for my program, but may not be for X in general. 
Generally, participants commented that they had not observed cheating within the graduate 
population within their institutions or within their specific programs   
Cheating is a Problem?: I Have Observed Cheating 
In contrast to participants who stated that academic integrity was not a problem at their 
campuses, or that they had observed no incidents of cheating, 85 participants indicated that they 
had observed academic dishonesty. “My most vivid memory to date of my first semester MBA 
experience was watching the cheating during one of my finals. It was so disgusting that I 
considered withdrawing from the program that evening when I submitted my exam.” A different 
participant commented: 
In the nursing program, many students do not cheat on exams (some do, but not many), 
but do "make-up" stuff for assignments (i.e. they couldn't find their patients lab values in 
the chart, so they made it up for their case study). I don't think this type of cheating is 
"serious." 
Another student commented on both observing and hearing about cheating, “I think cheating is 
widespread at X at the graduate level. I was appalled at the amount of it I observed as well as 
heard about in my first semester at X.” Finally, after providing an account of reported student 
cheating in his or her MBA program, one participant summed up with, “I no longer trust my 
fellow students as much as I once did, and it seems that many students at this school lack the 
requisite level of ethics that they should possess at this time in their lives.” While some 
participants stated that they had not observed cheating within their peers, the majority of 
participants commenting within the broad theme Is Cheating a Problem? stated that they had 
observed cheating.   
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Cheating is a Problem?: Examples of Cheating   
Of those 85 participants who stated that they had observed incidents of academic 
dishonesty, 67 described specific actions that they had observed. Several mentioned cheating on 
tests by using print crib notes. “Recently, a couple students in one of my law classes were 
blatantly cheating on quizzes by printing out notes and inserting loose note pages into a statute 
book that we were permitted to use on the quizzes.” Another noted an incident of cheating on a 
test using technology.  
There was one incident in particular in the School of Medicine last year. We were given 
an exam and permitted to use PDA's during it to look up drugs and immunization 
schedules and the like. Many students have internet access on their PDA's, and while I 
did not observe anyone using their PDA's in this way, it was a "common knowledge" 
rumor that quite a few people accessed the internet during the exam to cheat. 
Another participant remark on collusion, “In law school, take-home exams..are the ones that 
encourage students to cheat most. Students sign up rooms in the library and they collaborate on 
their exam answers. Anyone who has no ethics but big guts to do it, does it.” Plagiarism in both 
papers and in online discussion was noted, “for a recent online class's discussion board 
assignments, one student spent the entire semester plagiarizing from other websites.” Finally, 
participants mentioned falsifying data, “I've seen MBA students engage in rather blatant cheating, 
and I've had one member of a group once suggest that we falsify data for a report.” Participants 
gave clear description concerning their observations of cheating behaviors.  
Reporting of Cheating 
In their responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
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integrity?” Graduate students referred to students’ individual responsibilities and actions 
regarding the reporting of peer academic dishonesty, and their implicit responsibilities for 
governance of the honesty of their peers. Table 46 presents the themes related to Reporting of 
Cheating. 
Table 46 
Reporting of Cheating 
 
Broad Theme     Branching Theme         References 
Should Students Monitor?  Students Should Monitor/Report Their Peers   34 
        Monitoring Should Not Be Required    74 
        Students Won't Monitor        27 
        Fear of Repercussion        16 
   
Four branching themes emerged in relationship to Reporting of Cheating: Should 
Students Monitor? and Faculty Monitoring. Branching themes illustrated and informed each of 
the broad themes. A summary discussion of branching themes including reference to, and quotes 
from, the open-ended survey data is included in the following section. 
Should Students Monitor?: Students Should Monitor/Report Their Peers 
Contributing to the broad theme of Should Students Monitor? 34 participants stated that 
students should be required to monitor and report peer academic dishonesty. A number of the 
students wrote of an innate responsibility to monitor the integrity of peers. “Students should be 
responsible for their classmates' behavior and should report cheating.” Others based the decision 
to monitor others on the need to be fair or to even the playing field.  
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I think it is up to students to uphold the integrity of their courses and grades. It’s not fair 
to have someone pass when you know they cheated. You only cheat yourself if you let it 
slide. Students need to be more pro-active and not worry about what someone will think 
of them. Education is a privilege and should not be taken lightly.  
However, several students indicated that though they have reported incidents of peer academic 
dishonesty, nothing had been done. “Just this past weekend I reported a fellow graduate student 
who used my PowerPoint presentation as her own at a conference, and today I was told that it 
frequently occurs and I have no merit to complain.” Students contributing these comments 
conveyed the belief that students held the responsibility to monitor the behavior of their peers as 
it related to academic integrity. 
Should Students Monitor?: Students Should Not Be Required To Monitor/Report Their Peers. 
In contrast to those participants who believed that students have the responsibility to 
monitor other students, 74 participants expressed the belief that students should not be required to 
monitor and/or report their peers for academic dishonesty. Several students felt that such a 
requirement would interfere with other responsibilities. “A student's role in the classroom is to 
learn, not to administer discipline and it is unfair and unreasonable for a student to be forced to 
perform a duty that should be performed by a professor (i.e. handling issues of cheating in the 
classroom).” They reported balancing multiple responsibilities and the additional burden of 
monitoring peer academic integrity. “Students shouldn't be responsible for policing themselves. 
We have enough to worry about with exams, homework and other responsibilities (i.e. working 
40 hours a week, taking care of kids, etc) without having to worry about watching other people 
during exams.” 
Respondents mentioned the stress of reporting a peer for academic dishonesty. “I don't 
believe that students should be solely responsible for monitoring the actions of other students - 
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this puts undue strain on an individual who is already experiencing the pressures of college.” A 
number of students expressed distaste for a system that requires students to monitor and report the 
academic dishonesty of their peers.  
As-far-as one student being "held responsible" for the integrity of another student, I am 
not in favor of such a policy. The Nazi's used children to inform on their own parents, 
their friends, and neighbors! The notion smacks to close to fascism for me. My 
conscience is my own. My integrity is my own. Don't make "me" responsible for "yours" 
as a consequence of choosing the same university as you. 
Students conveyed the perception that reporting a classmate for academic dishonesty would be 
wrong. “In some cultures, like some urban cultures, it is a code: YOU DO NOT RAT ON 
SOMEONE.” 
Participants speculated that such a peer monitoring system would not work: “There is no 
reason to leave cheating to the integrity of students. It does not work in the real world, and It does 
not work in school.” Some provided specific reasons that such a policy would not work. “..what 
you may see you could misinterpret; I have no idea and it is none of my business what 
arrangements students make with the professors—also some students have special needs and may 
be able to have electronic devices to aid them during tests.” And, “It is quite difficult to be certain 
that someone is cheating during an exam because if you look at them too closely it may appear 
that you are the one cheating!” 
Finally, a number of participants commented that peer monitoring and reporting was “not 
their job.” “Students pay for their education and it should be up to their instructors to discover 
cheaters. This kind of obligation should not be put on a student’s shoulders.” And, “It should not 
be the other students’ responsibility, but the professor [sic]. Students have their studies, work, and 
personal lives to focus on. This is not our job.” Through these and other comments, participants 
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strongly conveyed their conviction that students should not be required to monitor the academic 
integrity of their peers. 
Should Students Monitor?: Students Will Not Monitor/Report Their Peers 
Students expressed the belief that even if policy required monitoring and reporting of 
peer cheating, students would not do it. Several stressed that such a policy would be 
demonstrating unrealistic expectations. “Expecting students to turn ‘informant’ on their 
classmates is not realistic” and, “Asking students to report each other, or requiring it, won't do 
anything. In general people won't tell on their peers.” Some students admitted that they have not, 
or would not, report cheating incidents that they witnessed. “I don't think students can take very 
much responsibility. Usually we saw something and we even warned the cheaters, but didn't 
report it ‘officially.’” “Students, for the most part, are not going to want to report instances of 
academic dishonesty. I know I would never do it, regardless of the circumstances. It's not my 
business.”  
Students provided reasons as to why they were unwilling to report peer academic 
dishonesty, “Once in graduate school, you actually know the other people and normally have a 
bond with them or at least other members in the class and would not want to ruin their life by 
having an academic dishonesty dismissal on their record.” Additionally, “Students are never 
going to rat on each other—the risk of being ostracized is too high.” Finally, a student 
acknowledged uncertainty as to his or her response to observed academic dishonesty, “I honestly 
am not sure whether I'd report a cheater or not; I can only be sure that I would if I were assisting 
the professor with the class. Students probably should report other students, but it wouldn't be 
wise to rely on their doing so.” Comments by these participants suggested that academic integrity 
monitoring systems might be problematic for an institution to establish and maintain. 
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Should Students Monitor?: Fear of Repercussion 
Participants clearly conveyed that one reason they hesitated or refused to monitor the 
academic integrity of their peers was because of the fear of repercussion. Sixteen students 
referred to the fear of repercussions or retaliation as the basis for their resistance to peer 
reporting. Several noted concern over retaliation from the accused:   
I think that students should support academic integrity, but they are afraid of looking like 
a snitch. I saw a student who blatantly was cheating on a test by having her notes open 
under her desk. Then I saw and heard the student next to her ask her for the answers and 
she gave it to him. I wanted to say something because it made me mad because I studied 
so hard for the test, and they were going to pass it by cheating. However, I just didn't 
want them to retaliate in any way and I figured that eventually it will catch up with them. 
I don't really know what students should do.  
 
Other participants referred to a systematic, departmental retaliation, “Not so sure if 
requiring students to speak up would backfire. I think students would resent this and it feels a 
little like something the SS would've required. Part of getting through school involves dealing 
with your peers, and ratting on someone could make the rest of the program hell for you.” 
Further, several participants referred to a culture of cheating that was manifested in retaliation for 
reporting cheating. “My impression is that there is an overall culture that allows cheating to occur 
within the student body. Rather than support someone that turns in someone for cheating, I 
believe that the student would be persecuted by the student body.”   
Finally, students communicated that they perceived that faculty feared retaliation as well. 
“Faculty and administrators at the X College of Nursing are well aware of students cheating, and 
have not done anything to directly penalize those students involved. The ’party line’ from faculty 
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members I spoke with about this situation is that they are afraid of reprisals from those students, 
in the form of lawsuits.” Another student commented: “I am sick of hearing faculty say that there 
isn't anything they will do about someone being reported as a cheater because ‘I could get 
involved in a lawsuit over it.’” The fear of retaliation was a clearly articulated theme that may 
explain participants; resistance to the monitoring and reporting peer academic dishonesty.  
Engagement in Cheating Behaviors 
In the responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
integrity?” Participants discussed their engagement in cheating behaviors. Table 47 presents the 
broad and branching themes relating to the construct, Engagement in Cheating Behaviors, and a 
count of references to those themes. 
Table 47 
 Engagement in Cheating Behaviors 
 
Broad Theme       Branching Theme       References 
I have Cheated       No Big Deal        20    
 
One broad theme emerged in relationship to Engagement in Cheating Behaviors: I Have 
Cheated. A branching theme illustrated and informed the broad themes. A summary discussion of 
the branching theme including reference to, and quotes from, the open-ended survey data is 
included in the following section. 
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I have Cheated: No Big Deal 
In the present study, only 20 participants made comments that clearly acknowledged 
personal cheating behaviors. One participant justified his or her actions, “It was so easy to get 
copies of the exams that it seemed stupid not to read them.” Another participant referred to 
cheating as being “no big deal,”  
Cheating on homework/assignments is no big deal. If you choose to use a solutions 
manual to do homework or copy from another student it just buys you time until you 
actually have to learn the material for the test. I have found personally that copying 
homework saves time, but I must learn it before the test anyway, but it saves the time of 
racking my brain trying to figure out the solution myself. But by test time I have learned 
it all anyways so there was no harm done to me by doing it. 
Another participant commented, “Honestly, I think an occasional crib sheet is not a big deal. 
Sometimes professors make you remember useless knowledge that you'll forget a week later 
anyway.” A participant concluded, “Teach me the theory, and how it’s actually done. I won't need 
to cheat if I feel like I need to learn what I am doing.” While fewer participants clearly 
acknowledged individual cheating in their open ended responses, there was the presence of a 
broad theme of I Have Cheated. 
Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors 
In their responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
integrity?” Participants discussed their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating behaviors. Table 
48 presents the broad and branching themes relating to the construct, Seriousness of Cheating 
Behaviors, and a count of references to those themes. 
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Table 48 
Perceptions of the Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors 
 
Broad Theme     Branching Theme         References 
Taking Cheating Seriously  Faculty Don’t Take Cheating Seriously    23  
I Am Not Sure What Is Serious and What Is Not  25 
 
One broad theme emerged in relationship to Perceptions of the Seriousness of Cheating 
Behaviors: Taking Cheating Seriously. Branching themes illustrated and informed each of the 
broad themes. A summary discussion of branching themes including reference to, and quotes 
from, the open-ended survey data is included in the following section. 
Taking Cheating Seriously: Need To Take Academic Integrity Seriously 
Participants made comments that stressed the importance of faculty and institutional 
leadership taking the issue of academic integrity seriously, contributing to the broader theme of 
Taking Cheating Seriously. “I'm convinced that some faculty don't care. They feel that ‘cheaters 
will be cheaters,’ which is a direct quote from one instructor who decided cheaters were only 
cheating themselves.” Another participant explained indifference:  
I've gotten the impression from my teachers in graduate school that they rather strongly 
assume that, if you made it into graduate school, then your academic integrity is fully 
ensured/assumed. They are FAR more lax than my undergraduate teachers were, and the 
opportunity greatly increases the temptation to cheat. 
A student discussed his or her institution, “Y's complete indifference to the cheating that goes on 
borders on theft from the students that do not cheat. It undermines the value of the degree that a 
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lot of people have invested time and money into and does not bode well for the future of the 
school.”  
Participants further indicated that faculty may encourage acts of academic dishonesty 
through indifference. “Students don't see the need to do their own work and study for their own 
tests because teachers don't really seem to care if they cheat or not (they just threaten against it).” 
Other participants indicated that at times faculty indifference was purposeful. “Some faculty are 
the biggest culprits I think because they facilitate cheating in return for popularity and good 
teacher evaluations. If faculty do not care, why should students care?” Finally, one participant 
summed it up in his or her response, “If professors don't take cheating seriously, why would the 
students do so?” Concern over faculty taking the issue of cheating serious was a strong theme 
conveyed through participant comments.   
Taking Cheating Seriously: I Am Not Sure What Is Serious and What Is Not 
Forty-five participants remarked on the seriousness of various behaviors that could be 
described as cheating.  Participants commented on the seriousness of different forms of cheating; 
explaining that in their perception some forms of cheating were more serious than others. 
Participants commented on the difficulty of categorizing specific actions as “cheating” or “not 
cheating” and the challenge of designating one form of cheating as more serious than another. 
One participant commented: 
From what I've seen of academic integrity training and enforcement, both within and 
outside of X, there is a strong emphasis on black-and-white, zero-tolerance messages and 
attitudes...Yes, obvious cases of cheating *are* clear and easy to spot, and *are* clear 
cases of right and wrong. But with so many diverse, varied, and variously reliable 
potential sources of input for a student's work these days, I'd like to see a much more 
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gradated set of examples that show the true level of complexity involved in academic 
honesty and integrity.  
Another participant commented, 
I found it hard to answer the severity questions and to differentiate "moderate" from 
"serious." Each of the situations described has levels... for example, there may be times 
when consulting or even copying a part of someone else's work on a homework 
assignment enables one to pass a "stuck" point in understanding and thereby to complete 
parts of the assignment that were otherwise impossible…I thought of an example where a 
statistics homework problem completely eluded me, but by seeing the first part of 
someone else's response I was able to work through the problem myself. Is that cheating? 
Or acceptable collaboration? The lines are fine. 
In their comments participants clearly conveyed confusion as to how serious different forms of 
cheating were, though they seemed to agree that some engagement in cheating behaviors were 
more serious than others.  
Other Meaningful Overarching Themes on Academic Integrity 
In their responses to the two open-ended survey questions included in the Academic 
Integrity Survey, “What specific changes do graduate students offer in support of academic 
integrity?” and “What is the perceived role of students in the process of supporting academic 
integrity?” several additional meaningful overarching themes emerged. These themes did not fit 
easily into the constructs of perceptions of academic integrity policies, perceptions of academic 
integrity practices, engagement in cheating behaviors, perceptions of the seriousness of cheating, 
or observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents and were, therefore, 
categorized as free nodes. Table 49 presents a listing of broad and branching themes relating to 
these other meaningful, overarching themes and a count of references to those themes. 
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Table 49 
Overarching Themes 
 
Broad Theme      Branching Theme       References 
Building an Ethical Foundation  Preparation for the “Real World”   51 
         People Cheat in the “Real World”    15  
 
Teaching Academic Integrity  Programming        78 
 
Campus Culture     Culture of Integrity       28 
         Cheating Culture       31 
 
Three overarching themes emerged from the data: Building an Ethical Foundation, 
Teaching Academic Integrity and Campus Culture. Branching themes illustrated and informed 
each of the broad themes. A summary discussion of branching themes including reference to, and 
quotes from, the open-ended survey data is included in the following section. 
Building an Ethical Foundation: Preparation for the “Real World”  
The responsibility that institutions of higher education hold for preparing students both 
academically and ethically for future professional roles and the value of that preparation was a 
recurring, broad overarching theme. Sixty-six participants commented on academic integrity 
policies in higher education and the future impact of such policies upon an individual’s 
preparation for the “real world.” Participants spoke about the importance of instilling moral 
values and professional ethics, “Academic integrity isn't about getting students to remember 
details like how to derive a business formula for slack or surplus in business, a detail that may or 
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may not help them in their future career or life, but instead it affects the development of the 
educated mind and the character ethic.”  
A participant commented on how academic integrity policy can contribute to the 
development of quality, future employees, “Strict policies and severe penalties that are actually 
carried out will earn X a reputation that employers will appreciate once graduates look for jobs. 
On-the-job skill can be taught, but GOOD PEOPLE are priceless.” Another participant 
commented, “Cheating crosses over to personal values & professional performance (someone 
who cheats in school will most likely cheat in their life/career).” A participant stressed the 
responsibility of the student as well as the institution for enforcing ethical responsibility.  
Isn't College supposed to prepare you for the work place? Would most people be tolerant 
of another employee that is embezzling? The answer is no because it reflects on them 
personally. So does academic dishonesty. We as students need to protect the integrity of 
our degrees. We should be held responsible for doing just that. 
Finally, a student commented on the harm that can result if a student fails to learn 
professional ethics, “This isn't art history we're studying, it's nursing, and dishonesty at this point 
is a serious character flaw that should not be ignored. Would the faculty want any of those 
students known to be cheating taking care of them as patients at some point in the future?” 
Students making comments that were grouped into the narrower theme of Preparation for the 
“Real World” conveyed the strong conviction that higher education holds a responsibility for 
preparing ethical world citizens. The comments of these participants suggested that policy 
promotion and enforcement and training related to academic integrity contribute to the 
advancement of ethical world citizens. 
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Building an Ethical Foundation: People Cheat in the “Real World” 
Fifteen participants acknowledged that people cheat in the real world. Though small in 
number, the comments of these participants were compelling and challenged the importance 
institutions place on academic integrity. Several participants commented that standard academic 
integrity policies may be counter to skills needed in the real world.  
In the real world you have many people help you, the more efficient you are at finding 
information the better off you are. If I can find out how to do something that is trivial and 
that saves me time I am all for it. Also in the real world you are not required to memorize 
everything. If a student is clever enough to get away with cheating then good for them, if 
not then they shouldn't do it.  
Another participant observed, “Consulting a fellow student or peer on any assignment that is 
meant to be handed in as an individual (homework, etc.) mirrors (to a paid consultant) for a 
second opinion on something that you wish to submit to your employer or a client.” Another 
participant commented, “It is expected. It does not matter. Think about it. Does cheating on an 
exam in college mean that an individual is less suited to work? Not at all…Especially if it is in a 
class that is not particularly relevant to the student's chosen program.” Another concluded, 
“While cheating in college is wrong, don't we do the same thing in life?” These 15 participants 
challenged the importance of academic integrity and offered another perspective on standard 
expectations relating to traditional policy. 
Teaching Academic Integrity: Programming 
 Seventy-eight participants commented on the importance of institutional 
programming to promote the teaching and learning of academic ethics. These participants 
suggested that institutions not only develop and promote standard academic integrity policy, but 
that they develop a variety of programs that help students increase their knowledge of the subject. 
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For example, a participant commented on how workshops and discussions might be used to create 
a culture of academic integrity: 
The change in the cheating trend is greatly dependant on the social values of a 
community. So far X seems to be doing a good job, but the campus can always further 
encourage ethics and civility. The undergraduate college I went to held workshops and 
discussions. 
 
Another participant suggested an emphasis on character and moral development, “I think 
ALL X degree programs should place more emphasis on philosophy and character and moral 
development/discussion courses, such as some of those found in the Leadership study programs at 
X.” Other participants commented on the value of administrative support of such a program. “If 
X wants students to value academic integrity, I think the administration needs to support an 
initiative that explains and teaches why it is important not just for students but for all people on 
campus.” 
 Other participants spoke of specific skill set needs: proper research methodology, 
correct citation and documentation technique, and how and when to work with peers on projects 
were mentioned as being important. 
Students are exposed to the elements of research at the university. Since they do not come 
here with an adequate background in the acceptable forms of writing reports, assignments 
etc., faculty members should take it on themselves to introduce the student to wrongful 
practices for example, paraphrasing material without adequate referencing. This will help 
the student in avoiding serious consequences. 
Other participants advised a more general approach to training, “Broadening the scope of 
the topic of ethics from the insularity of academics to a level of understanding of ethics in 
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personal conduct and the expectations and consequences of unethical behavior in the workplace, 
and society in general.” Another participant recommended, “I believe that all students should be 
required to take an upper level course in ethical behavior. Specifically the course should address 
how ethical and unethical behavior affects society at large.” These participants recommended a 
more in-depth, holistic approach to integrated ethics training, instruction and development.  
Campus Culture: A Culture of Integrity 
Hand in hand with creating integrated ethics training, twenty-six participants commented 
on the need to develop an institutional culture of academic integrity. “Academic integrity depends 
upon creating an environment in which students, faculty, and staff actively help students make the 
right choices—not cheat. It needs to be clear that the community (including students) simply does 
NOT cheat.” Another participant spoke of how such a culture could be developed: 
Consistency is key. A different message should not be sent by different teachers or 
departments. More emphasis should be out on the fact that students are at the university 
to learn and how cheating works against the higher education endeavor. Warning students 
of consequences and threatening them with punishment will help to curb some cheating, 
but is not creating the best environment possible for people to feel comfortable and learn. 
X should be striving not to have a individual competitive atmosphere where grades drive 
students to cheat, but instead should develop a reputation as educating entire classes of 
educated people. 
 
Participants spoke of creating an atmosphere of mutual support and honor, “At the 
graduate level, we are constantly reminded on how to cite properly, how to conduct research, how 
to be good ambassadors of X. This approach give you some sense of loyalty and of belonging, 
duty, respect, and caring for the institution that you would not want to brake or dishonor. This 
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approach is more professional.” Another participant underscored the importance of promoting the 
benefits of intellectual honesty: 
I believe that X should more actively promote intellectual honesty as a value and balance 
its regulatory and punitive measures with a positive approach that communicates the 
value of academic and intellectual honesty: we learn more and better if we don't short-
change or short-circuit the learning process; the investment of effort brings rewards—we 
are all part of a community of ideas and of people who generate ideas. Good behavior in 
such a community is to acknowledge and appreciate the ideas of others. In fact, that is 
how ideas grow and evolve and new learning takes place. 
Finally, a participant spoke of the need for mutual support between self and society. “We as a 
society need to help each other be accountable for our own actions. We must take back pride and 
integrity in the work accomplished by individuals and groups.” 
Several participants proposed that the dilemma of academic dishonesty could only be 
overcome through the efforts of both institution and students, “I personally feel students should 
be responsible for each other....promoting an atmosphere of academic integrity that discourages 
people from cheating. The school as an institution can only do so much...then the social powers 
that be must take over and discourage bad behavior.” Another participant commented, “The 
problem of cheating isn't new, it’s [sic] also not so much an administrative issue. But, I do believe 
if it becomes frowned upon in a culture to cheat, then the issue might stick.” Another participant 
suggested, “The problem is neither all students nor all faculty; it needs to be a culture, just like 
any other culture.” Participants spoke of the nurturing environment and the holistic, reinforced 
atmosphere of integrity facilitated by a culture of academic integrity.  
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Campus Culture: A Culture of Cheating 
While some participants spoke of creating a culture of academic integrity others 
remarked upon an existing culture of cheating and the detrimental effects of such a culture. 
Thirty-one participants commented on their perception of an existing culture of cheating. “My 
impression is that there is an overall culture that allows cheating to occur within the student 
body.” Another student went on to give examples of this culture, “In class internet access, 
unregulated computer use, lack of enforcement by teachers to ensure students complete their 
assigned work, and an entire faculty ‘wink and nod’ to the fact law students do not complete their 
own work and aren't really expected too are the primary sources of problems in the X Law 
School.” 
Some participants alluded to a culture of cheating that reached beyond the university. 
“Cheating has become 'ok' in our culture. Students don't really talk about [sic] with other 
students, but everyone knows that everyone else does it.” Another student remarked, “Today the 
focus is more on accomplishments (money and materialism) and less on how you got there. Some 
are even revered for being able to get away with receiving something for nothing – ‘sticking it to 
the man.’ So cheating then becomes a socially acceptable means to an end.” Another participant 
commented, “It's really a problem with society and the notion that for one person to win or 
succeed, another must fail. Because these cheaters cannot compete on an even playing field by 
their own talents, they have to cheat to win that ‘prize’ at the end.” 
One participant remarked upon the parallels between the real world and the academic 
institution, 
Just like in the real world, as long as people can get away with stealing, there are some 
who will do it. (In some sense, the presence of academic dishonesty helps to prepare 
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students for the real world). I feel there is a culture of academic dishonesty at X, and it is 
the culture, not the behavior, that must be changed. 
Finally, one student concluded, “It is very, very difficult to change a culture of cheating.” 
Participants who discussed a culture of cheating referred to “competition” and “winning” in 
conjunction with this theme. Comments suggest that such an academic environment may be 
difficult to change. 
Chapter Summary 
The first section of this chapter reported the results of quantitative analysis of data 
examined to establish if differences existed between male and female graduate students regarding 
their perceptions of academic integrity policies and practices, observations and reporting of 
cheating, engagement in cheating behaviors, and perceptions of the seriousness of academic 
dishonesty. Additionally, Chapter Four presented quantitative analysis used to determine if 
differences existed between program area, regarding graduate students’ perceptions of academic 
integrity policies and practices, observations and reporting of cheating, engagement in cheating 
behaviors, and perceptions of the seriousness of academic dishonesty. Finally this chapter 
reported the results of qualitative analysis used to examine graduate students’ responses to open-
ended questions regarding changes in support of academic integrity and the role students should 
play in this process. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of Chapter Five is to provide a succinct overview of the study and 
discussion of its findings. Additionally, Chapter Five includes conclusions drawn from the study, 
framing the findings within the scope of social learning theory and other relevant literature. 
Chapter Five concludes by outlining the limitations of the study and by providing general 
recommendations, based upon findings, for both application and future research.  
The study included the analysis of an existing data set from a survey research design 
conducted by the Center for Academic Integrity. A purpose of the study was to determine if 
differences existed between male and female graduate students in their perceptions of academic 
integrity related to policies, practices, observations of, and participation in acts of academic 
dishonesty. A second purpose of the study was to determine if differences existed among the 
students’ graduate program areas regarding their perceptions of academic integrity related to 
policies, practices, observations of, and participation in acts of academic dishonesty. 
Additionally, this study examined and explored graduate students’ responses to open-ended 
questions pertaining to changes in support of academic integrity and the role students should play 
in this process. This study was guided by twelve research questions and framed by Bandura’s 
(1971) social learning theory which established that patterns of behavior may be learned from the 
observation of others. 
In Chapter One summation of the nature of the problem within the construct of the 
research questions guiding the study was presented. In Chapter Two a comprehensive literature 
review providing an overview of the history of academic integrity research and an examination of 
recent studies relating to academic integrity policies, practice, observation and reporting of 
cheating, engagement in cheating behaviors and perceptions of the seriousness of cheating was 
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provided. Further, research relating to graduate students and academic integrity was investigated 
and studies that addressed gender and specific program major in relationship to academic 
integrity were reviewed. A detailed description of the research design employed in the study was 
offered in Chapter Three. Results of quantitative analysis of survey data and qualitative analysis 
of open-ended responses were presented in Chapter Four. The purpose of Chapter Five is to 
provide the conclusions of the findings, recommendations for practice and further research, and a 
summary of the study.  
Summary and Conclusions of the Study 
Quantitative Conclusions 
This section summarizes the findings from quantitative analysis of survey data from The 
Academic Integrity Survey administered by eight individual accredited institutions of higher 
education with graduate programs throughout the United States between January 1, 2005, and 
December 31, 2007. Findings are grouped according to the related research question that guided 
the study.  
Academic Integrity Policy-Gender 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the first research question and first 
null hypothesis.  
Research Question 1: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies? 
H01
Findings of a t test analysis revealed a significant difference between females and males 
relating to their perceptions of academic integrity policies at the p < .05 level. This finding 
: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
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answered Research Question 1, concluding that male and female graduate students view 
institutional policies that govern academic integrity differently. Based on these findings the null 
hypothesis, there is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies, was rejected.   
While both men and women indicated that they perceived academic integrity policies at 
their institutions as “medium” (3) to “high”  (4), for this construct the group mean for females (M 
= 20.90) was higher than for males (M = 20.22). According to the present research, females had a 
more positive view of their institution’s academic integrity policy than did males.  
Academic Integrity Policy-Program Major 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the second research question and 
second null hypothesis.  
Research Question 2: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity policies? 
H02
Tukey’s-B post hoc analysis showed which program majors were significantly different. 
For questions within this construct STEM (M = 19.39) program majors responded at a statistically 
significant lower rate than did medical education, (M = 20.65), all other (M = 20.76), social 
: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity policies. 
Results of ANOVA revealed a significant difference at the p < .05 level among program 
majors for the construct relating to perceptions of academic integrity policy. This finding 
answered Research Question 2, concluding that students in different program majors view 
institutional policies that govern academic integrity differently. Based on this finding, the null 
hypothesis, there is no difference between program majors regarding graduate students’ 
perceptions of academic integrity policies, was rejected.  
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sciences (M = 20.95), education (M = 21.05 and business (M = 21.19) program majors. This 
indicated that STEM participants perceived the academic integrity policies at their institutions 
less positively than did other program major participants. Business program major participants 
had the highest mean (M = 21.19) for this construct, indicating that they perceived the academic 
integrity policies at their institutions more positively than did than did other program major areas. 
Academic Integrity Practice-Gender 
The following is a summary of the findings for the third research question and third null 
hypothesis. 
Research Question 3: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practices? 
H03: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
A t test analysis revealed a significant difference between females and males relating to 
their perceptions of academic integrity practices at the p < .05 level. This finding answers 
Research Question 2 concluding that male and female graduate students view practices relating 
to academic integrity differently. Based on these findings the null hypothesis, there is no 
difference between male and female graduate students regarding their perceptions of academic 
integrity practices, was rejected.  
Females displayed a higher group mean (M = 25.73) for this construct than did males (M 
= 25.24). This indicated that females hold a more positive perception of institutional practices 
relating to academic integrity than did males.  
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Academic Integrity Practices-Program Major 
The following is a summary of the findings for the fourth research question and fourth 
null hypothesis. 
Research Question 4: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of academic integrity practices? 
H04
Observations of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating Incidents-Gender 
 The following is a summary of the findings related to the fifth research question and fifth 
null hypothesis. 
: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of academic integrity practices. 
Results of ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level 
among program majors relating to their perceptions of academic integrity practice. This finding 
answered Research Question 4, concluding that students in different program majors view 
practices related to academic integrity differently. Based on this finding the null hypothesis, there 
is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions of 
academic integrity practice, was rejected.  
Tukey’s-B post hoc analysis showed which program majors were significantly different. 
For this construct STEM program major participants displayed a significantly lower group mean 
(M = 24.79) than did humanities program major participants (M = 25.85). STEM program majors 
displayed the lowest group mean on this construct indicating that they had a less positive 
perception of academic integrity practice at their institutions than did other program major 
participants. 
Research Question 5: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
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H05
Observations of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating Incidents-Program Major 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the sixth research question and 
sixth null hypothesis. 
Research Question 6: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents? 
H0
: There is no difference between male and female graduate students regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
The question relating to graduate students’ observations of cheating and the reporting of 
cheating incidents by gender was investigated through the analysis of two individual questions 
and one group construct. The first question related to observation and reporting measured how 
often, if ever, graduate students had observed another student cheat. A t test analysis of the item 
revealed a significant difference between males and females at the p < .05 level. This finding 
answered Research Question 5, concluding that males and females have observed different levels 
of cheating among their peers. Based on this finding the null hypothesis, there is no difference 
between male and female graduate students regarding their observations of cheating and the 
reporting of cheating incidents, was rejected.  
The next question related to observation and reporting measured whether or not graduate 
students felt students should be responsible for monitoring the academic integrity of peers. A t 
test on this item found no significant difference between males and females at the p < .05 level. A 
t test was used to analyze the group mean for three items related to the reporting of cheating. No 
significant difference between males and females was found on these items at the p < .05 level.  
6: There is no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their 
observations of cheating and the reporting of cheating incidents. 
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 The question relating to graduate students’ observations of cheating and the reporting of 
cheating incidents by program major was investigated through the analysis of two individual 
questions and one group construct. The first question related to observation and reporting 
measured how often graduate students had observed another student cheat. A t test analysis of the 
item revealed a significant difference among program majors at the p < .05 level. This finding 
answered Research Question 6, concluding that graduate students in different program majors 
observe different levels of cheating among their peers. The next question related to observation 
and reporting measured whether or not graduate students felt students should be responsible for 
monitoring the academic integrity of peers. An ANOVA on this item found significant difference 
among program majors at the p < .05 level. Based on these findings the null hypothesis, there is 
no difference among graduate students by program major regarding their observations of cheating 
and the reporting of cheating incidents, was rejected. Finally, a t test was used to analyze the 
group mean for three items related to the reporting of cheating. No significant difference between 
program majors was found on these items at the p < .05 level.  
Tukey’s-B post hoc analysis was run on the two significant items relating to observation 
of cheating to identify which program majors were significantly different from one another. This 
analysis revealed great variation of means with program majors. No significant difference was 
identified between education (M = 1.48), social sciences (M = 1.55), and all other (M = 1.66) 
program majors. No significant difference was found between all other (M = 1.66), business (M = 
1.80), and humanities (M = 1.85) program majors. No significant difference was found between 
business (M = 1.80), humanities (M = 1.85), and medical education (M = 1.89) program majors. 
Finally, no significant difference was found between humanities (M = 1.85), medical education 
(M = 1.89), and STEM (M = 2.03) program majors. For all other program major sets significant 
difference was identified at the p < .05 level. Frequency of observed cheating varied greatly by 
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program major with STEM program major students observing the most frequent cheating and 
education program major students observing the least frequent cheating. All program majors 
reported some observation of cheating.  
Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating Behaviors-Gender 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the seventh research question and 
seventh null hypothesis. 
Research Question 7: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors?  
H07
Graduate Students’ Engagement in Cheating Behaviors-Program Major 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the eighth research question and 
eighth null hypothesis. 
Research Question 8: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors?  
H0
: There are no differences between male and female graduate students regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
A t test analysis revealed no significant difference between females and males relating to 
their engagement in cheating behaviors at the p < .05 level. This finding answers Research 
Question 7 concluding that male and female graduate students engage in cheating behaviors at 
the same rate. Based on these findings the null hypotheses, there is no difference between male 
and female graduate students regarding their engagement in cheating behaviors, was confirmed.  
8: There are no differences among graduate students by program major regarding their 
engagement in cheating behaviors. 
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Results of ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level 
among program majors relating to their engagement in cheating behaviors. This finding answered 
Research Question 8, concluding that students in different program major engage in cheating 
behaviors with different frequency. Based on this finding the null hypothesis, there is no 
difference among graduate students by program major regarding their engagement in cheating 
behaviors, was rejected.  
Tukey’s-B post hoc analysis showed that group scores for STEM program major 
responses (M = 22.37) were significantly different from group scores for humanities program 
major responses (M = 21.28). STEM program major participants reported the highest level of 
cheating of all program majors.  
Graduate Students’ Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors-Gender 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the ninth research question and 
ninth null hypothesis. 
Research Question 9: Are there differences between male and female graduate students 
regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating?  
H09
The question relating to graduate students’ perception of the seriousness of cheating by 
gender was investigated through the analysis of one group construct and one individual question. 
The first grouping measured how graduate students perceived the seriousness of different 
behaviors described as cheating. A t test analysis of the group mean revealed a significant 
difference between males and females at the p < .05 level. This finding answered Research 
Question 9, concluding that male and female graduate students perceive the seriousness of 
cheating behaviors at different levels. The next question related to seriousness of cheating 
: There are no differences between male and female graduate students regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
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measured graduate students’ perception of cheating as a serious problem at their institutions.  A t 
test on this item found significant difference between males and females at the p < .05 level. 
Based on these finding the null hypothesis, there is no difference between male and female 
graduate students regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating, was rejected.  
Female graduate students reported a higher group mean (M = 70.73) for perceptions of 
the seriousness of different cheating behaviors than did males (M = 69.26). Suggesting that 
women saw cheating behaviors as more serious than men did. Additionally, women agreed with 
the statement, cheating is a serious problem at my school more strongly than did men. These 
findings indicated that females viewed cheating as an institutional problem and viewed individual 
cheating behaviors as more serious than did males.  
Graduate Students’ Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors-Program Major 
The following is a summary of the findings related to the tenth research question and 
tenth null hypothesis. 
Research Question 10: Are there differences among graduate students by program major 
regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of cheating?  
H09
The question relating to graduate students’ perception of the seriousness of cheating by 
program major was investigated through the analysis of one group construct and one individual 
question. The first grouping measured how graduate students perceived the seriousness of 
different behaviors described as cheating. An ANOVA analysis of the group mean revealed a 
significant difference among program majors at the p < .05 level. This finding answered Research 
Question 10, concluding that graduate students in different program majors perceive the 
seriousness of cheating behaviors at different levels. The next question related to seriousness of 
: There are no differences among graduate students by program major regarding their 
perceptions of the seriousness of cheating. 
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cheating measured graduate students’ perception of cheating as a serious problem at their 
institutions. An ANOVA procedure on this item found a significant difference between program 
majors at the p < .05 level. Based on these finding the null hypothesis, there is no difference 
among graduate students by program major regarding their perceptions of the seriousness of 
cheating, was rejected.   
For the items relating to seriousness of cheating behaviors, Tukey’s-B post hoc analysis 
showed that the group mean for STEM program majors (M = 68.77) was significantly different 
than the group mean for humanities program majors (M = 71.68). This indicates that STEM 
program majors see individual cheating behaviors as less serious than do humanities program 
majors.  
In contrast, for the item measuring graduate student response to the statement cheating is 
a serious problem at my school, the mean for STEM program majors (M = 2.99) was significantly 
different than the mean for all other program major (M = 2.88) participants. This indicates that 
STEM program majors saw cheating as a more serious institutional problem than did humanities 
program majors. STEM program majors saw individual cheating behaviors as less serious and 
overall institutional cheating as more serious than did other program major participants.  
Qualitative Conclusions 
This section summarizes the findings from qualitative analysis of open-ended responses 
to survey questions concerning changes in support of academic integrity and the role students 
should play in this process. Because of the nature of the responses to these questions, data from 
each open-ended question were analyzed separately, and findings were merged over time and are 
summarized according to broad and narrow themes. 
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Understanding of Policy 
The branching themes for the broad theme Understanding of Policy were Does Not 
Understand Policy, Promote Policy, Stress Consequences and Define Cheating. The participants 
in this study stressed that they did not understand academic integrity policy. Though many said 
they understood the general concept of academic integrity, they were not familiar with the 
specific requirements of their institutional policy. Because participants didn’t understand 
institutional policy, they suggested that institutions promote academic integrity policy, especially 
to graduate students. Participants spoke of an assumption on the part of faculty that graduate 
students understand academic integrity policies from undergraduate experience, but stressed that 
this was not necessarily the case. In addition to promoting academic integrity policy, participants 
suggested that institutions stress the consequences of cheating, both punitive and intrinsic, to 
graduate students. Participants implied that increased knowledge of the consequences of cheating 
would influence their decisions regarding academic integrity. Finally, graduate students asked for 
a clearly defined and delineated definition of cheating that included examples. Participants in this 
study expressed uncertainty as to their understanding of academic integrity policy and asked for 
help in defining cheating and learning about policy and the consequences of cheating. The theme 
of “I don’t understand policy” was one of the most repeated and essential themes emerging from 
the open-ended data.  
Support for Policy 
The branching themes for the broad theme Support for Policy include Failure to 
Support/Enforce, Successful Support/Enforcement, Leading Through Example and Institutions 
Backing Faculty. Graduate students in this study asserted that some institutions and faculty did 
not support or enforce academic integrity policy. Participants stressed that in order to be effective, 
policy had to be fairly and consistently enforced. Though participants expressed frustration over 
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faculty who failed to support and enforce policy, they conveyed appreciation and satisfaction 
when they perceived successful support and enforcement of policy. Participants urged faculty to 
support academic integrity policy by leading through example, modeling academic and 
professional ethics for their graduate students. Finally, participants acknowledged that faculty 
would be unable to effectively enforce academic integrity policy unless they were actively 
supported by an institution that would reliably follow through with investigation and punishment 
of cheaters.  
Teaching and Assessment 
The branching themes for Teaching and Assessment were Engaged Teaching and 
Learning and Focus on Learning Not Grades. An important theme communicated by participants 
concerned engaged teaching and learning. Graduate students described how working with 
professors who created real-world assignments and assessments that were effective at measuring 
understanding deterred academic dishonesty. A focus on learning rather than grades was another 
branching theme occurring in the data. Participants explained that when they were motivated to 
master a subject, they were less inclined to cheat. Conversely, participants suggested that in a 
highly competitive, grade-driven environment students were more likely to resort to academic 
dishonesty.  
Classroom Deterrents 
The branching themes for Classroom Deterrents were Change Tests, Control Technology 
and Actively Proctor. Participants advised faculty to change tests and exams from semester to 
semester and even from class to class. These graduate students explained how readily available 
exam questions from past semesters were a hard temptation to pass up. Participants also 
recommended that faculty closely control technology in the classroom during testing. Forms of 
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cheating using technology such as PDAs, cell phones and iPods were described. In addition to 
limiting technology, participants discussed the need for faculty to actively proctor exams by being 
constantly present and walking around the classroom while students completed tests. 
Faculty Vigilance 
The branching themes for Faculty Vigilance included Faculty Should Recognize and 
Report, and Faculty Don’t Follow Through. Graduate students in this study indicated that faculty 
are ultimately responsible for identifying and reporting cheaters. These students expressed 
appreciation for and approval of faculty who closely monitored students within testing 
environments, on papers, and in research. Unfortunately, graduate students indicated that often 
such vigilance did not happen. Some participants suggested that faculty occasionally ignored 
cheating to avoid the trouble of following through with investigation and prosecution. 
Participants vigorously condemned such practices and advised faculty to be vigilant in 
recognizing and reporting cheaters. 
Stress and Academic Integrity 
The branching theme for Stress and Academic Integrity was Types of Stress. Participants 
reported that external pressures such as family, finance, and jobs as well as academic pressures 
such as a heavy course load or unreasonably demanding professor could trigger acts of academic 
dishonesty. Participants referred to managing multiple responsibilities and the temptation to take 
the easy path to a good grade. These students described cheating as a “survival” tactic and 
explained that in a highly competitive environment sometimes it was necessary to cheat.  
Cheating is a Problem? 
 The branching themes for Cheating is a Problem were I Don’t Think It’s A Problem, I 
Haven’t Observed Cheating, I Have Observed Cheating, and Examples of Cheating. Some 
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students indicated that they did not consider cheating a problem, especially in graduate 
populations. Other participants explained that they had never observed cheating in their specific 
program major or in the graduate population. Participants who commented that they had not 
observed cheating seemed to connect less cheating with a student focus on subject mastery, an 
institutional focus on learning, or a lack of opportunity to cheat. In contrast to this, more than 
twice as many students stated that they had observed cheating by their peers. Providing detailed 
examples of cheating incidents, these graduate students described academic dishonesty within 
their institutions as widespread or common. 
Should Students Monitor?  
The branching themes for Should Students Monitor? were Students Should 
Monitor/Report Their Peers, Monitoring Should Not Be Required, Students Won’t Monitor and 
Fear of Repercussion. While some graduate student referred to a responsibility to monitor the 
academic integrity of others, more than twice as many participants declared that students should 
not be responsible for monitoring the academic integrity of others. These students named reasons 
such as the responsibility to learn rather than monitor, the stress of monitoring, and an unofficial 
code of not “ratting” on a peer. A few participants mentioned concern that they might ruin the life 
of a fellow graduate student by a report of cheating. Several mentioned the detrimental effect a 
report of cheating could have on the close-knit graduate student community. Many participants 
conveyed the conviction that students would not monitor each other and advised faculty and 
institutions not to count on such a policy to be effective. Finally a number of students discussed 
the fear of retaliation if they reported peers for cheating. Overall the theme of Should Students 
Monitor was one of the most pervasive and persuasive themes emerging from the open-ended 
data.  
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I Have Cheated 
The branching theme for I Have Cheated was No Big Deal. Only twenty graduate 
students acknowledged personal cheating. Those who did indicated that the cheating was no big 
deal. These participants described specific incidents of cheating and often justified their actions. 
Though few participants confessed to cheating, those who did created a compelling and 
distressing image of cheating within graduate programs. 
Taking Cheating Seriously 
Branching themes within the broad theme Taking Cheating Seriously included Faculty 
Don’t Take Cheating Seriously and I am Not Sure What Is Serious and What is Not. Graduate 
students conveyed concern over faculty who did not appear to take the issue of cheating seriously. 
Students also spoke of an institutional indifference to cheating. Several participants questioned 
why students should take cheating seriously if faculty did not. Students also conveyed confusion 
over the seriousness of different forms of cheating. Overall, participants seemed to agree that 
some forms of cheating were more serious than others but seemed unsure as to how to determine 
which forms were more serious. This uncertainty over the seriousness of cheating behaviors is 
linked to the broad theme Understanding Policy. 
Building an Ethical Foundation  
Branching themes within the broad theme Building an Ethical Foundation included 
Preparation for the “Real World” and People Cheat in the “Real World.” Participants discussed 
the part of academic integrity in building an ethical foundation in preparation for future 
responsibilities. These participants mentioned not only academic integrity and professional ethics 
but also of a broader need for educational institutions to build moral citizens. In contrast to this, 
some participants proposed that cheating might also be a valuable skill in various professional 
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fields. These students challenged that standard academic integrity policy might, in fact, be 
counter to those skills needed in business, especially as they concerned collusion.  
Teaching Academic Integrity 
The branching theme within the broad theme Teaching Academic Integrity was 
Programming. Many participants urged institutions to create programming to support the 
teaching and learning of academic integrity. These students described programming ranging from 
footnoting to specific professional ethics training. These participants underscored the need for 
holistic, integrated training for both graduate and undergraduate students. 
Campus Culture 
The branching themes within the broad theme Campus Culture included Culture of 
Integrity and Culture of Cheating. Participants discussed the need to develop and nurture a 
campus culture of academic integrity. Such a culture included accountability, mutual support and 
strong faculty and institutional leadership. Though students urged faculty and institutions to take 
a lead on this initiative, they acknowledged that students would play a central role in creating a 
culture where cheating was unacceptable. In contrast to such a culture of integrity, other 
participants spoke of an existing culture of cheating within their institutions. Graduate students 
linked such a culture to a lack of monitoring, complacent faculty and a highly competitive student 
body. Participants also indicated that this culture of cheating went beyond the walls of the 
university and was a societal problem. Some participants concluded that such a culture might be 
impossible to change. 
Triangulation of Major Quantitative and Qualitative Conclusions 
Creswell (2003) recommend the triangulating of multiple sources of data to aid in 
establishing the reliability of conclusions. This section triangulates major findings from the 
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quantitative analysis of survey data and the qualitative analysis of open-ended responses from 
The Academic Integrity Survey. Additionally, these findings are examined in light of earlier 
research. Conclusions are drawn based on Bandura’s social learning theory. 
Perception of Policies 
Quantitative findings led to the conclusion that students in different program majors view 
institutional policies that govern academic integrity differently. Students may base their 
perceptions of academic integrity policy upon the program area in which they work (Sankaran & 
Bu, 2003; Taylor-Bianco &Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). A department or program that places a great 
emphasis on academic integrity and professional ethics may produce students who have a higher 
awareness, a better understanding, and a more positive view of academic integrity policy at their 
institution than do students in programs where these values are not stressed.   
In open-ended responses graduate students discussed their perceptions of academic 
integrity policy. Many participants acknowledged that they did not understand policies 
concerning academic integrity. These students also suggested that their graduate programs were 
not adequately defining cheating or informing students of the consequences of cheating.   
According to Bandura’s version of social learning theory (1971), patterns of behavior 
may be learned from the observation of those around you. Graduate students’ academic and 
professional ethics are based upon observation of behaviors which are rewarded or punished 
within their departments (Anderson, Louis & Earle, 1994). Academic integrity policies and the 
enforcement of those policies serve as a means to reward or punish such actions. Research also 
revealed that students may emulate the ethical standards that they perceive to be accepted in the 
professions where they aim aspire to work (Sankaran & Bu, 2003; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-
Schmelz, 2007). Findings from both qualitative and quantitative analysis in the present research 
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indicate that different academic programs convey different, and potentially inadequate, standards 
of academic integrity to their graduate students through policy and the enforcement of that policy.   
Observations of Cheating and Reporting of Cheating 
Quantitative findings led to the conclusion that there are differences between male and 
female graduate students regarding their observation of cheating and the reporting of cheating 
incidents. However, this finding was limited only to the observation of cheating. The mean 
response for males regarding observations of cheating (M = 1.82) was significantly higher than 
the mean response for females (M = 1.70), indicating that male graduate students have observed 
more cheating than have females.  
Quantitative findings also led to the conclusion that students in different program majors 
have observed different levels of cheating among their peers. In open-ended responses, graduate 
students described observing peers cheating and portrayed these behaviors as widespread or 
common. 
McCabe, et al. (2001) found that when students perceive cheating among their peers they 
were more likely to cheat. Much research has shown that students miscalculate peer cheating 
levels by either over- or underestimate (Jordan, 2001; Hard, Conway & Moran, 2006; McCabe, 
Trevino & Butterfield, 1999; Perkins, 1997). Students who overestimate the cheating of their 
peers or perceived widespread cheating on campus are more likely to engage in academic 
dishonesty (Hard, Conway & Moran, 2006).  
Bandura’s version of social learning theory (1971) explained that patterns of behavior are 
learned through the observations of peers. Students who observe or believe they observe their 
peers cheating enter the attention step of Bandura’s four-step process of observational learning. 
During the attention stage students become cognizant of the academic integrity, or academic 
dishonesty, of those around them. Such observations have a direct effect upon a student’s 
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decision to cheat (Hard, Conway & Moran, 2006). In the present study quantitative analysis 
showed that over 35% of the students surveyed reported that they had observed one or more 
incidents of cheating at their institution. Further research is needed to ascertain if levels of 
observed cheating reported by graduate students are accurate, overestimated or underestimated.  
No significant difference was found between males and females related to student 
responsibility for monitoring peer cheating. Both males (M = 2.96) and females (M = 2.90) 
disagreed with the statement that students should be held responsible for monitoring the academic 
integrity of other students. No significant difference was found between males and females or 
among program majors concerning reporting observed cheating. Students responded that though 
they would be between “unlikely” (2) and “likely” (3) to report observed cheating (M = 2.47), the 
typical student would be “unlikely” (2) (M = 2.03) to report cheating. Further, a student would be 
between “very unlikely” (1) and “unlikely” (2) to report a friend (M = 1.35). Overall, participants 
in the present study expressed reluctance to report observed cheating and had low expectations 
that their peers would report observed cheating. Additionally, in open-ended responses graduate 
students expressed an unwillingness to monitor the academic integrity of their peers and seemed 
ever less willing to report observed cheating.  
According to previous research undergraduate students are extremely reluctant to monitor 
and report observed cheating for a variety of reasons (Asheworth & Bannister, 1997; Hutton, 
2006; McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001; Melgoza & 
Smith, 2008; Trevino & Butterfield, 1999). Findings from the present study indicate that this may 
hold true for graduate students as well. 
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Engagement in Cheating 
No significant difference was found between males and females related to student 
engagement in cheating behaviors. In qualitative analysis of open-ended data only twenty 
graduate students described personal cheating. The effect of gender upon propensity to engage in 
cheating behaviors has been examined in undergraduate populations. Though some studies (Roth 
& McCabe, 1995; Simon, Gibson, Khey & Schreck, 2008; Ward, 1986) found that female 
students were less likely to engage in cheating behaviors than males, other studies demonstrate 
that this margin may be narrowing (Sankaran & Bui, 2003; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 
2001). Findings from this study confirm the theory that the margin between male and female 
propensity to cheat is declining or non-existent.  
In contrast, quantitative findings led to the conclusion that different program majors 
engage in cheating behaviors with different frequency. STEM program majors reported more 
cheating than graduate students in other program majors. Research has shown a connection 
between program major and cheating (Davy, Kincaid, Smith &Trawick, 2007; McCabe & 
Trevino, 1995; Sankaran & Bui 2003; Taylor-Bianco & Deeter-Schmelz, 2007). In some studies 
(Brown, 1995; McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006) business students reported more frequent 
cheating. In the present study STEM program major participants reported the highest level of 
cheating. Again, analysis in the present research indicates that different academic programs 
convey different standards of academic integrity to their graduate students.   
Seriousness of Cheating 
Quantitative analysis led to the conclusion that male and female graduate students 
perceive the seriousness of cheating behaviors at different levels. Female graduate students 
displayed a higher group mean for perceptions of the seriousness of different cheating behaviors 
than did males, indicating that women saw cheating behaviors as more serious than men did. 
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Further, women agreed with the statement, cheating is a serious problem at my school more 
strongly than did men. These findings indicated that females viewed cheating as an institutional 
problem and individual cheating behaviors as more serious than do males.  
These findings support the research of Luthar, DiBattist and Gautschi (1997) who found a 
significant difference in male and female perceptions of what an ethical climate should be, with 
females displaying higher expectations. In the present study, female participants may have held 
higher expectations of academic integrity climate than males did, influencing their assessment of 
the seriousness of cheating on their campus.  In open-ended responses, participants discussed 
expectations for ethical climate at their institutions. Participants mentioned the desire for a 
campus or departmental culture where learning was valued, academic integrity was explained and 
emphasized and where faculty modeled academic and professional ethics.  
Creating such a campus or departmental culture would provide a stage for social learning 
as described by Bandura (1971). According to the first level of Bandura’s (1971) observational 
learning, in such a climate of academic integrity, graduate students would observe ethical 
behavior in those around them. At the next level of observational learning, graduate students 
would give meaning to the actions of those around them, associating observed actions with 
academic integrity. During the third level, graduate students would imitate those behaviors that 
they observed, adopting ethical behaviors. During the final stage, graduate students would receive 
environmental reinforcement though learning, grades and faculty and peer approval that affirm 
and strengthen their commitment to academic integrity.  
Significance of the Study 
 The present study contributes to the growing body of research on graduate students and 
academic integrity. Though there have been a number of relevant studies over the last two 
decades (Anderson, Louis & Earle, 1994; Brown, 1995; Brown & Krager, 1985; Brown, 1996; 
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Love & Simmons, 1998; McCabe, Butterfield & Trevino, 2006; Sheard, Markham & Dick, 2003; 
Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger, 2007; Rawwas, Swaidan & Isakson 2007; Usick, 2004; Wajda-
Johnston, et. al., 2001), few studies have focused on graduate students and employed a qualitative 
method of analysis so as to gain a full, rich understanding of the issues involved. In this way, the 
present study adds insight into graduate students’ perceptions of academic integrity related to 
policies, practices, observations of, and participation in acts of academic dishonesty. The study 
provides recommendations for practices related to academic integrity at colleges and universities 
with graduate programs.  
Limitations of the Study 
Because this research was based upon an existing data set, the researcher was not 
involved in the initial collection and organization of the data. Additionally, because the data set 
was completely anonymous and did not contain descriptions or identify the regions of the 
institutions involved, the researcher was unable to draw additional, external inferences about the 
populations involved. Open-ended survey responses were not identified by gender or program 
major so it was impossible to draw direct parallels between quantitative and qualitative findings.  
Academic dishonesty is an emotionally charged issue, and admitting to such acts could be 
potentially detrimental to the education, career, and future of the student involved. Though the 
data used in this study were completely anonymous and unconnected to either institution or 
individual participant, graduate students may have guarded their responses out of fear that 
questionable answers might in some way be traced to them. Because students may have feared the 
loss of anonymity, some accuracy in responses may have been lost. Additionally, with ethical 
research there is always the chance of response bias due to social desirability (Randall & 
Fernandes, 1991). Participants may deny socially undesirable behaviors such as cheating. This 
effect may have been present in responses measured in the present study.  
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General Recommendations  
Based on the findings of this study, institutions cannot assume that graduate students 
understand academic integrity policies. Institutions and faculty should clearly delineate campus 
policy concerning academic integrity and strengthen the climate of integrity. Cheating should be 
defined, described, and freely discussed. Training on academic integrity and professional ethics 
should be integrated into all graduate programs recognizing that females and males may perceive 
cheating behaviors differently. Faculty members must gain a deep understanding of and comfort 
with institutional academic integrity policy and should be vocal in their support of these policies. 
Faculty should model ethical behavior to create a culture in which integrity is the norm. Faculty 
should strive to engage students and assess their learning in meaningful ways that help students 
master concepts and that fairly and accurately evaluate understanding. Finally, and perhaps most 
importantly, faculty must be vigilant in identifying, investigating and prosecuting students for 
academic integrity violations. In this way, institutions of higher education may create a culture of 
academic integrity and build ethical academic leaders for the future.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
Additional research is needed regarding graduate students and academic integrity. A 
comprehensive understanding of graduate students’ perceptions of academic integrity policies and 
practices, observations and reporting of cheating, engagement in cheating behaviors, and 
perceptions of the seriousness of academic dishonesty must be gained. Specifically, additional 
study of graduate students’ understanding of academic integrity policy and how both graduate 
students and their professors define cheating is warranted. Research identifying correlations 
between departmental culture and perceptions of academic integrity policies and practices in 
specific program major areas could better explain existing disparity between program majors’ 
perceptions identified in this study. Close study of graduate students’ observations of cheating 
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within their peers is necessary in order to discover if the frequency of observed cheating 
identified in the present study is accurate. Finally, reluctance on the part of graduate students to 
monitor and report the academic dishonesty of peers should be addressed directly. 
Chapter Summary 
Chapter Five provided an overview of the study and discussion of the findings. 
Additionally, conclusions drawn from the study, framed the findings within the scope of social 
learning theory and other relevant literature were presented. Chapter Five concluded by outlining 
the limitations of the study and by providing general recommendations, based upon findings, for 
both application and future research.  
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APPENDIX A 
Carnegie Classification of Participant Program Majors 
Carnegie Classification Program Major       n 
All Other     Agriculture       35 
       Communications     28 
    Law        61 
    Graduate Studies     139 
    Architecture      21 
    Other        372 
    Human Sciences     48 
    Management      52 
  
Business     Business       582 
 
Education     Education       410 
   
Humanities     Arts        16 
 Arts and Science     436 
 Humanities       54 
 Visual Arts and Dance    14 
 Arts and Humanities    23 
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Appendix A (continued) 
Carnegie Classification Program Major       n 
 
Medical Education   Veterinary Education    55 
 Nursing       165 
 Pharmacy       24 
 Dentistry       13 
 Health Professions     78 
 Medicine       87 
 Public Health Studies    63 
  
Social Sciences    Social Work      47 
       Social Science      118 
   
STEM      Engineering      211 
 Science        42 
 Math/Sci/CS      103 
 Engineering and Science   39 
 Aerospace       19 
 Information Systems    21 
   
Total               3376 
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APPENDIX B 
Academic Integrity Survey 
 
Academic Integrity Policies 
Please tell us about the academic environment at _________ by circling the appropriate number 
for each question.         
Very         Low        Medium       High          Very 
Low                                                              High 
1. The severity of penalties for cheating at ________?       1        2       3          4    5    
 
2. The average student’s understanding of campus policies  
concerning student cheating?                       1         2         3        4        5 
 
3. The faculty’s understanding of these policies?       1         2         3        4       5                   
 
4. Student support of these policies?          1         2         3         4      5 
 
5. Faculty support of these policies?           1         2         3          4      5  
 
6. The effectiveness of these policies?        1         2         3          4     5 
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Appendix B (continued) 
Observations of Cheating Behaviors and Reporting of Cheating Behaviors 
Very         Low        Medium       High          Very 
Low                                                              High 
7. How often, if ever, have you seen another student cheat            
during a test or examination at ___________?      1          2         3     4        5  
 
Engagement in Cheating Behaviors  
This section asks you some questions about specific behaviors that some people might consider 
cheating.  Please remember that this survey is completely anonymous and there is no way that 
anyone can connect you with any of your answers. 
If a question does not apply to any of the courses you took in the last year, please check the “Not 
Relevant” column.  For example, if you had no tests/exams in the last year, you would check 
“Not Relevant” for questions related to tests/exams. 
                                                                                            Never        Once      More Than Once    Not Relevant 
8. Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography.       1           2           3         4 
 
9. Working on an assignment with others (in person) when   
the instructor asked for individual work.         1           2           3         4    
 
10. Getting questions or answers from someone who has  
already taken a test.                         1           2           3         4   
 
11. In a course requiring computer work, copying another             1           2           3         4 
student’s program rather than writing your own.             
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Appendix B (continued) 
12. Helping someone else cheat on a test.                              1           2           3         4   
 
13. Fabricating or falsifying lab data.                    1           2           3         4   
 
14. Fabricating or falsifying research data.                              1           2           3         4   
 
15. Copying from another student during a test with his or her   
knowledge.                1           2           3         4  
 
16. Copying from another student during a test or examination  
without his or her knowledge.                                            1           2           3         4   
 
17. Using digital technology (such as text messaging) to get  
unpermitted help from someone during a test or examination.    1           2           3         4 
 
18. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book,  
magazine, or journal (not electronic or web-based) without  
footnoting them in a paper you submitted.                                       1           2           3         4 
 
19. Turning in a paper from a “paper mill” (a paper written  
and previously submitted by another student) and claiming  
it as your own work.                           1           2           3         4  
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Appendix B (continued) 
20. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of material from  
an electronic source – e.g., the Internet – without footnoting  
them in a paper you submitted.                                                       1           2           3         4  
    
21. Using unpermitted handwritten crib notes (or cheat sheets)  
during a test or exam.             1           2           3         4   
 
22. Using electronic crib notes (stored in PDA, phone, or  
calculator) to cheat on a test or exam.                                          1           2           3         4  
  
23. Copying material, almost word for word, from any written  
source and turning it in as your own work.                              1           2           3         4  
  
24. Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another  
student’s paper, whether or not the student is currently taking  
the same course.                                                                                1           2           3         4  
        
25. Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension on a  
due date or delay taking an exam.                                           1           2           3         4  
  
26. Turning in work done by someone else.                     1           2           3         4   
 
27. Cheating on a test in any other way.                        1           2           3         4 
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Appendix B (continued) 
Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors 
Please mark how serious you think each type of behavior is. 
                                                                                                 Not           Trivial      Moderate    Serious  
                                                                                                                               Cheating    Cheating   Cheating   Cheating 
28. Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography.                                     1       2          3         4                                                   
     
29. Working on an assignment with others in person (when the 
instructor asked for individual work.                                                1       2          3         4                                                   
 
30. Getting questions or answers from someone who has  
already taken a test.                                       1       2          3         4                                                   
 
31. In a course requiring computer work, copying another  
student’s program rather than writing your own.                             1       2          3         4                                                  
     
32. Helping someone else cheat on a test.       1       2          3         4                                                  
     
33. Fabricating or falsifying lab data.        1       2          3         4                                                  
     
34. Fabricating or falsifying research data.                                      1       2          3         4                                                  
     
35. Copying from another student during a test or examination  
with his or her knowledge.                                                               1       2          3         4                                                  
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Appendix B (continued) 
36. Copying from another student during a test or examination  
without his or her knowledge.                      1       2          3         4                                                  
   
37. Using digital technology (such as text messaging (to get  
unpermitted help from someone during a test or examination.       1       2          3         4                                                   
 
38. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book,  
magazine, or journal (not electronic or Web-based) without  
footnoting them in a paper you submitted.                            1       2          3         4                                                  
    
39. Turning in a paper from a “paper mill” (a paper written  
and previously submitted by another student) and claiming  
it as your own work.                                 1       2          3         4                                                  
   
40. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences of material from  
an electronic source- e.g., the Internet – without footnoting  
them in a paper you submitted.                    1       2          3         4                                                   
 
41. Using unpermitted handwritten crib notes (or cheat  
sheets) during a test or exam.                       1       2          3         4                                                   
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Appendix B (continued) 
42. Using electronic crib notes (stored in PDA, phone, or  
calculator) to cheat on a test or exam.                                            1       2          3         4                                                  
    
43. Copying material, almost word for word from any written  
source and turning it in as your own work.                                1       2          3         4                                                  
    
44. Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another  
student’s paper, whether or not the student is currently  
taking the same course.                                                           1       2          3         4                                                   
 
45. Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension  
on a due date or delay taking an exam.                                           1       2          3         4                                                  
    
46. Turning in work done by someone else.                            1       2          3         4                                                  
    
47. Cheating on a test in any other way.                              1       2          3         4                                                   
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Appendix B (continued) 
Observations of Cheating Behaviors and Reporting of Cheating Behaviors 
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following  
statements?               
                    Very Unlikely     Unlikely         Likely     Very Likely 
48. You would report an incident of cheating that you observed?      1          2          3          4    
   
49. The typical student at ________ University would report such      1          2          3          4    
violations? 
     
50. A student would report a close friend?                                   1          2          3          4    
 
Academic Integrity Practices 
                       Disagree    Disagree   Not  Sure      Agree     Agree  
                                                                                                              Strongly                                    Strongly  
51. Cheating is a serious problem at my school         1         2          3         4       5  
 
52. The investigation of suspected incidents of cheating is  
fair and impartial at my school.                          1         2          3         4       5 
      
53. Students should be held responsible for monitoring the  
academic integrity of other students.                                               1         2          3         4       5 
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Appendix B (continued) 
54. Faculty members are vigilant in discovering and reporting  
suspected cases of academic dishonesty.                                              1         2          3         4       5 
     
55. Faculty members change exams and assignments on a regular  
basis.                                                           1         2          3         4       5   
56. The amount of course work I’m expected to complete is  
reasonable for my year level and program.                                          1         2          3         4       5 
      
57. The degree of difficulty in my exams and assignments is  
appropriate for my year.                                                                        1         2          3         4       5 
      
58. The types of assessment used in my courses are effective  
at evaluating my level of understanding of course concepts.               1         2          3         4        
 
59. The types of assessment used in my courses are effective  
at helping me learn course concepts.             1         2          3         4       5  
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Appendix B (continued) 
Demographic Information 
    Female    Male 
60. Gender         1              2  
 
61. What is your primary major? ______________________________________________ 
 
Free Response 
 
62. What specific changes would you like to see ________ University make in support of 
academic integrity?  What role should students play in this process? 
 
63. Please use this space for any comments you care to make, or if there is anything else you 
would like to tell us about the topic of cheating. 
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